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City. against the Chicago & Alton et 
al (5620); p 731. 

Central Pennsylvania Lumber Co of 
Williamsport, Pa., against the Buffalo 
& Susquehanna et al (5531); p 605. 

Ceatral West Virginia Glass Manufac- 
turers’ Associaion vs B. & O. R. R. 
Co. et al (5827): p 1295. 

Chamberlain Cartridge’ & Target Co., 
The, of Cleveland, O., against the 
Lake Shore & Michigan Southern et 
al (5519); p 495. 

Chamber of Commerce of Houston, 
Tex., vs International & Great North- 
ern Railway Co et al (5745); p 1099. 

Chamber of Commerce of the City of 
Milwaukee against the Chicago, Mil- 

_waukee & St. Paul et al (5359); p 84. 

Campbell. R. O., Coal Co.. The. At- 
lanta, Ga., vs the Louisville & Nash- 
ville et al (5748); p 1099. 


of Minneapolis, | 


Minnesota 








Chanslor & Lyon Motor Supply Co et 
al of San Francisco against the 
Pennsylvania Railroad Co et al (5547); 
p 643. 

Chattanooga Bottle & Glass Mfg. Co., 
Chattanooga, Tenn., vs Nashville 
Chattanooga and St. Louis et al 
(5824); p 1295. 

Cheney Marble White Lime Co., Che- 
pultepec, Ala., vs L & N et al (5593); 
p 687. 


Chestnu Lumber Co., Montgomery, 
Ala., vs Louisiana & Northern (5480); 
p 453. 


Cisholt Machine Co., Madison, Wis., and 
Warren, Pa., vs Chicago & North- 
western Ry (5719); p 1007. 

Citizens of Falls Church, Va., against 
the Washington Utilities Co (5581); 

644. 

City of Brownsville, Tenn., et al vs the 
Louisville & Nashville (5795); p 1190. 

City of Camilla, Ga., against the At- 
lantic Coast Line et al (5561); p 644. 

City of Spartanburg, S. C., vs Carolina, 
Clinchfield & Ohio et al (5836); p 1290. | 

City of Sylvester, The., Ga., against 
the Atlantic Coast Line Railway Co 
et al (5562); p 644. 

Claflin, Lon, and other motorcycle deal- | 
ers, vs Oregon Short Line et al (5601); 
p 687. 

Clark Coal & Coke Co of Peoria, IIl., 
against the Chicago, Terre Haute & 
Southeastern et al (5361); p 85. 

Clark. David N., Galt. Mo., vs CM & St 
P Ry (5805); p 1190. 

Climax Cleaner & Cleveland Paste Co., 
The, Cleveland, Ohio, against the Bal- 
timore & Ohio Railroad Co et al 
(5509); p 495. 

Clinton Sugar Refining Co., Clinton, Ia 
vs Chicago & Northwestern (5842); p 
1369. | 

Colonial Navigation, New York, vs New, | 
York, New Haven & Hartford (5733); 
p 1055. 

Columbia Laundry Co., et al., Greens- 
boro, N. C., against Southern Railway 
Co et al (5583); p 645. 

Columbia Laundry Co., et al.. Greens- 
boro, N. C., vs Carolina, Clinchfield 
& Ohio (5587); p 686. 

Colorado Chemical & Spray Mfg. Co., 
Yrand Junction, Colo., against the 
Indiana Harbor Belt Railroad et al 
(5424); p 259. 

Columbus Board of Trade, Columbus, 
Ga., the Southern Railway 
(5532); p 605. 

Commercial Club, The, of Terre Haute 
et al vs Vandalia Railroad et al 
(5776); p 1145. 

Continental Paper Bag Co., Rumford 
Falls, Me., vs the Maine Central R} 
R et al (5806); p 1190. 

Continental Paper Bag Co., New York, | 
N. Y., vs Chesapeake & Ohio et al 
(5793); p 1190. 

Corporation Commission of Oklahoma vs 
Kansas City, Mexico & Orient et al 
(5649); p 842. 

Corrigan, McKinney & Co., Cleveland, 
Ohio, against the Minneapolis, St. 
Paul & Sault Ste. Marie Railway Co 
(5563); p 644. 

Cotton Manufacturers’ Association of 
South Carolina, The, against the Caro- 
lina, Clinchfield & Ohio Railroad et 
al (5504); p 454. 

Cowen, Heineberg Co., 
vs Atchison, Topeka 
(5640); p 842. 





San Francisco, 
& Santa Fe 


Crane. E. J., Owen, Wis.. vs C St P M 
& O Ry and Fairchild & N E Ry| 
(5402); p 185. | 

Crane-Johnson Co., Cooperstown, N. D., 
vs Great Northern Railway (5706); p 





947. 

Cranston, John A., Lumber Co.. Wil- 
mington, Del., against the Norfolk 
Southern Railroad Co et al (5577); p 
644, 

Cudahy Packing Co., 


South Omaha, 

against the Chicago, Rock Island & | 
Pacific et al (5360); p 84. 

Cudahy Packing Co., Sioux City, vs} 
Sioux Citv Terminal Railway Co 
(5628); p 841, 

Cudahy Packing Co., South Omaha, vs| 
Union Stock Yards Co of Omaha, 
Ltd. (5629); p 841. 

Curie A. B., Co., Omaha, Neb., against 
the Chicago & Northwestern et al 
(5761); p 1099. 

Curil, Daniel B., Philadelphia, Pa., 
against the Cheaspeake & Ohio Rail- 
road Co et al (5552); p 643. 

Curry & White et al against Duluth 
& Iron Range Railroad Co et al 
(5416); p 186. 


XI. 5 


D 


Dairyman’s Supply Co of Lansdowne, 
Pa., vs the Pennsylvania Railroad 
Co et al (5392); p 185. 

Dale, J. F., Sand Co., La Grange and 
Saulsbury, Tenn., against the South- 
ern Railway et al (5543); p 643. 

Damon, Howard P., et al., commercial 
travelers of Grand Rapids, Mich., 
against the Crosby Transportation Co 
et al (5763); p 1099. 

Danciger, E., Superior, Wis., vs tne 
Pittsburgh, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. 
Louis et al (5834); p 1296. 

Daniels, Archer, Linseed Co., Minneapo- 
lis, vs Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul 
et al (5680); p 946. 

Daniels & Fisher Stores Co., The, et 
al of Denver, Colo., against the Colo- 
rado & Southern et al (5426); p 260. 

Dant & Russel, Portland, Ore., vs Gil- 
more & Pittsburgh Railroad Co., Ltd., 
(5675); p 946. 

Davis, Samuel Preston, Little Rock, 
Ark., vs Chicago, Rock Island & Pa- 
cific et al (5740); p 1098. 

Daugherty, McKee & Co., Valdosta, Ga., 
against Florida East Coast Railway 
Co (5427); p 260. 

Dean Electric Co., Elyria, O., vs the 
Lake Shore & Michigan Southern et 
al (5751); p 1099. 


Delphos Manufacturing Co., Delphos, 
O., vs Pennsylvania Co et al (5753); 
p 1099. 

Dewey & Co., Plano, Ill., against the 
Grand Trunk Western et al (5541); 
p 643. 

Diamond Show Case Co., Cleveland, vs 
Lake Shore & Michigan Southern 


(5485); p 454. 

Diana Paper Co of Harrisville, N. Y., 
vs the New York Central & Hudson 
River Railroad Co et al (5381); p 140. 

Dickinson, H. C., and D. G. Courtney, 
Charleston, W. Va., vs Ann Arbor 
et al (5651); p 842. 

Dierks, Caroline, Lincoln, Neb., 
Sou Pac et al (5808); 1190. 
Dixie Manufacturing Co of Baltimore, 
Md., against the Baltimore, Chesa- 
peake & Atlantic Railway Co et al 

(5623); p 841, 

Dodds Lumber Co., Omaha, WNeb., 
against the Chicago, Burlington & 
Quincy Railroad et al (5449); p 335. 

Dorschel Produce Co., Green Bay, Wis., 
vs Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul et 
al (5857); p 1422. 

Dover Manufacturing Co., Canal Dover, 
O., vs Pennsylvania Co et al (5588); 


vs the 


p 686. 

Downie, R. E., Pole Co., Seattle, Wash., 
vs the Northern Pacific Co et al 
(5674); p 946. 

Duluth (Minn.) Iron & Metal Co vs 
—— Pacific Co et al (5606); p 
87. 


Dumas-Backus Lumber Co., Deer River, 
Minn., vs Gt Nor Ry (5405); p 186. 
Dunbar-Hansen Co., San _ Francisco, 
Cal., against Chicago & Eastern Illi- 

nois Railroad et al (5428); p 260. 
Dunbar-Hansen Co., San Francisco, 
Cal., vs. Southern Pacific et al (5493); 
p 454. 
Dupuis, John Gordon, Lemon City, Fla., 
vs. Florida East Coast Railway et al 
(5713); p 1007. 


Eagle Pass (Tex.) Lumber Co. vs Gal- 
veston, Harrisburg & San Antonio et 
al (5390); p 140. 

East Dubuque Supply Co. et al, East 
Dubuque, Ill., vs the Illinois Central 
Railroad Co. et al (5497); p 4654. 

East Dubuque Supply Co., East Du- 
buque, Ill., vs the Illinois Central Rail- 
road (5498); p 454. 

Eastern Shore Development Steamship 
Co., Baltimore, Md., vs Baltimore, 
Chesapeake & Atlantic Railway Co., 
Washington, Baltimore & Annapolis 
Electric Railroad Co. and Washing- 
ton Railway & Electric Co. (5760); 
p 1099. 

Eastern Tale, Co., Boston, Mass., vs 
Mo. Pac. et al (5823); p 1295. 

Elgin Commercial Club, Elgin, Ill, vs 
Boston & Maine Railroad, Michigan 
Central et al (5839); p 1369. 

Ellicott Brick Co., Loveland, N. Y., vs 
the B. R. & P. Ry. Co. et al (5837); 
p 1296. 

Enns Milling Co., Kansas City, vs Chi- 
cago, Rock Island & Pacific (5484); 
p 454. 

Enterprise Manufacturing Co. of Rock 
Hill, S. C., vs Southern Railway Co. 
et al (5368); p 8. 





Erickson, Alexander E., Chicago, IIl., 
vs Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul et 
al (5512); p 495. 

Erickson, Alexander H., Co., Chicago, 
Ill., vs Chicago & North Western et 
al (5614); p 730. 

Erickson, Alexander H., Co., Chicago, 
Ill., vs the Chicago, Milwaukee & St. 
Paul R. R. Co. (5379); p 1055. 


F 


Farrin, M. B., Lumber Co., Cincinnati, 
vs Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe et 
al (5699); p 947. 

Feeders’ Supply Co., The, of Kansas 
City, Mo., vs the Missouri, Kansas & 
Texas Railway et al (5790); p 1146. 

Fitzpatrick Drug Co., Helena, Ark., vs 
Yazoo & Mississippi Valley Railroad 
Co. et al (5672); p 1099. 

Fitzsimmons-Palmer Co., Duluth, Minn., 
vs the Missouri Pacific et al (5545); 
p 643. 

Flanley Grain Co., Sioux City, Ia., vs 
the C., B. & Q. R. R. Co. et al (5802); 
p 1190. 

Flanley Grain Co., Sioux City, Ia., vs 
Mo. Pac., C., B. & Q., and C., M. & 
St. P. (5399); p 185. 

Forester Lumber Co., Sumter, §S. C., 
and Richland Lumber Co., Charlotte, 
N. C., vs Southern et al (5644); p 842. 

Foster Lumber Co., Kansas City and 
other places, vs Chicago & North 
Western and Chicago, Burlington & 
Quincy (5682); p 946. 

Freight Bureau of Chamber of Com- 
merce of Macon, Ga. vs Central of 
Georgia et al (5429); p 260. 

Freight Bureau, Chamber of Commerce, 
Macon, Ga., vs Macon, Dublin & Sa- 
ae Railroad Co. et al (5489); p 
o4. 

French Battery & Carbon Co., Madi- 
son, Wis., vs Lake Shore & Michigan 
Southern et al (5660); p 945. 

Frey Bros. & Cooper L. S. CG. Co. of 
Denver, Colo., vs Atchison, Topeka & 
Santa Fe et al (5353); p 84. 


G 

Gamble-Robinson Commission Co. of 
Minneapolis, Minn., vs the Chicago, 
Milwaukee & St. Paul et al (5618); 
p 731. 

Gamble - Robinson Commission Co., 
Minneapolis, vs Chicago, Milwaukee 
& St. Paul et al (5631); p 841. 

Gamble - Robinson Commission Co., 
Minneapolis, vs Arcadia & Betsey 
Railway Co et al (5633); p 841. 

Gamble-Robinson Fruit Co., Aberdeen, 
S. D., vs Chicago, Burlington & Quin- 
cy et al (5634); p 842. 


Gayoso Lumber Co., Memphis, Tenn., | 


vs the Gulf & Ship Island Railroad 
Co. et al (5672): p 946. 

Geismar & Heymann, New Orleans, and 
Rheims, France, vs Illinois Central 
(5705); p 947. 

German Kali Works, Inc., of New York 
City, N. Y., vs Atchison, Topeka & 
Santa Fe et al (5391); p 185. 

Gill Co., The J. K., of Portland, Ore., 
vs the Oregon-Washington Railroad & 
Navigation Co. et al (5520): p 495. 

Glavin, Charles P., Milwaukee, vs 
American Express Co. (5657); p 842. 

Goldfield Consolidated Mines Co., Gold- 
field, Nev., vs the San Pedro, Los An- 
geles & Salt Lake Railroad et al 
(5458): p 336. 

Goldfield Consolidated Mines Co., Gold- 
field. Nev., vs the Pennsylvania Co 
et al (5457); p 336. 

Goldfield Consolidated Mines Co., Gold- 
field, Nev., vs the Missouri Pacific 
Co. et al (5459); p 336. 

Goldfield, Nev., Consolidated Milling & 
Transportation Co. vs Pennsylvania 
Rallroad Co. et al (5605): p 687. 

Goldfield Consolidated Mines Co., Gold- 
field, Nev., vs Atchison, Topeka & 
Santa Fe et al (5608): pn 730. 

Goldfield Consolidated Milling & Trans- 
portation Co.. Goldfield. Nev., vs the 
A.. T. & S. F. et al (5814); p 1228, 

Goldfield Consolidated Milling & Trans- 
portation Co.. Goldfield. Nev., vs 
Southern Pacifie et al (5815): p 1228 

Graham, John W., & Co.. Spokane, 
Wash.. vs Spokane International Rail- 
way Co. et al (5495); p 454. 

Grand Rapids Plaster Co.. Grand Rap- 
ids, Mich.. vs the Lake Shore & Mich- 
igan Southern et al (5626): p 841. 

Greenbaum, 8S. J., Co.. Midway, Ky.. 
vs the Southern. Railway Co. et al 
(5619); 731. 

Grieger, einhold, Oroville, Wash., vs 











the Great Northern Railway Co. 
(5691); p 947. 

Griswold, E. O., et al, Ellettsville, Ind., 
vs Chicago, Indianapolis & Louisville 
Railway Co. (5542); p 643. 

Gulf Lumber Co., St. Louis, Mo., vs St. 
Louis & San Francisco et al (5775): 
p 1146. 


H 

Haarmann Vinegar and Pickle Co., 
Omaha, vs Missouri Pacific (5784); p 
114€. 

Hail, J. M., & Co., Roswell, N. M. vs 
the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe 
et al (5507); p 455. 

Hall Lumber & Tie Co., Charleston, W. 
Va., vs Chesapeake & Ohio and Nor- 
folk & Western (5684); p 946. 

Hamburg-Bremer Afrika-Linie, Bre- 
men, vs Erie Railroad Co. et al 
(5362); p 84. 

Hamerschmidt & Franzen Co., Elm- 
hurst, IL, vs C. & N. W. et al (5822); 
Pp 1295. 

Hammond Bros., Kansas City, Mo., vs 
the C., B. & Q. R. R. Co. (5804); p 
1190. 

Hampton Manufacturing Co. of Hamp- 
ton, Va., vs Old Dominion Steamship 
Co. et al (5395); p 185. 

Hanley Bros. Co., Beloit, Wis., vs. C., 
M. & St. P. Ry. Co. et al (5816); p 
1228. 

Hans Rees’ Sons, Asheville, N. C., vs 
Southern Railway (5853) p 1422. 

Hardeman, J. T., Hat Co., Seattle, 
Wash., vs the New York Central & 
Hudson River R. R. Co. et al (5550); 
p 643. 

Harwood-Yancey-Young Co., Pulaski, 
Tenn., vs the Louisville & Nashville 
(5710); p 947. 

Haverhill Box Board Co. of Haverhill, 
Mass., vs Boston & Albany Railroad 
Co. et al (5350); p 8&4. 

Hayes Mining Co., Ironwood, Mich., vs 
Chicago & North Western (5755); p 
1099. 

Heger, Fred, St. Louis, Mo., vs Adams 
Express Co. et al (5724); p 1055. 

Helena Freight Bureau, Helena, Ark., 
vs Missouri Pacific Railway et al 
(5659); p 945. 

Henning, E., Chicago, Ill., vs St. L. 
& &. 2. te 6 2 2, &. oe oS DD. 
N. Y¥. Cc. & St L. and D., L. & W. 
(5406); p 186 

Hettler, Herman H., Lumber Co., Chi- 
cago, vs Gulf & Ship Island et al 
(5562); p 644, 

Hinsch-Briscoe Coal Co., The, Inc., Cin- 
cinnati, Ohio vs Vandalia Railroad 
Co. et al (5858); p 1422. 

Holland, W. J., director of the Mu- 
seum of the Carnegie Institute of 
Pittsburgh, Pa., vs the United Rail- 
way Co. et al (5502); p 454. 

Holt Mfg. Co., Spokane, vs Oregon- 
Washington Railroad & Navigation 
Co. et al (5569); p 644. 

Holverscheid. Henry & Co. vs the Bal- 
timore & Ohio et al (5743); p 1099. 

Homer, R. R., Lumber Co., Baltimore. 
vs Seaboard Air Line et al (5786); 
p 1146. 

Hooker, Thomas W., Hartford, Conn., 
vs Central Vermont Railway Co. et al 
(5852); p 1422. 

Hoosac Tunnel, The & Wilmington 
Railroad of Hoosac Tunnel, Mass., vs 
the Delaware & Hudson and the Bos- 
ton & Maine R. R. (5749); p 1099. 

Houston Real Estate Exchange. The, of 
Houston, Tex., vs Missouri, Kansas & 
Texas Railway Co. (5752): p 1099. 

Hoyt & Bergen, Fond du Lac, Wis., vs 
Chicago & Northwestern Railway 
(5850); p 1422. 

Hudson & Rigby of Greenville, S. C.. 
vs the Hampton & Branchville -Rail- 
road Co. et al (5461): p 336. 

Huerfano Coal Co. and Furth & Autrey, 
Denver, vs Colorado & Southeastern 
et al (5734); p 1055. 

Hughes Creek Coal Co., Hugheston, W. 
Va. et al vs the Kanawha & Michi- 
gan Railway et al (5558): p 644. 

Hull, C. W., Co., Omaha, Neb., vs the 
Elgin, Joliet & Eastern Railway Co. 
et al (5559); p 644. 

Hull, C. W., Co., Omaha, vs. C., B. & 
Q. et al (5597); P 687. 

Hull Vehicle Co., Savannah. vs South- 


ern Ry. et al (5737); p 1055. 
Humphreys, Godwin & Co., Memphis, 
Tenn. vs Chicago, Rock Island & Pa- 
cific et al (5389); p 140. 
Huron Milling Co., Harbor Beach, Mich., 
vs Pere Marquette et al (5647); p 842. 
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I 

Illinois Leather Co., Chicago, Ill, vs 
Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Rail- 
way Co. et al (5536); p 605. 

Inman, Akers & Inman et al of Atlanta 
and elsewhere in Georgia vs Atlantic 
Coast Line (5349); p 1422. 

Isbell-Brown Co., Lansing, Mich., vs 
Michigan Central et al (5679); p 946. 


J 


Jacob, Albert, Leesville, La., vs the 
Southern Pacific et al (5579; p 644, — 

Jefferson Milling Co., Charleston, W. 
Va., vs B. & O. R. R. (5828); p 1295. 

Jetter Brewing Co., South Omaha, Neb., 
vs the Chicago, Burlington & Quincy 
Railroad Co. (5573); p 644. 

Jefris, D. K., & Co. vs the St. Louis, 
Iron Mountain & Southern et al 
(5510); p 495. 

Joint Executive Board of the Union of 
United Brewery Workmen of Milwau- 
kee County, Wis., vs_C., M. & St. P. 
and C. & N. W. (5408); p 186. 

Joseph, Dan, Columbus, Ga., vs At- 
lantic Coast Line (5721); p 1007. 


K 


Kalamazoo Tank & Silo Co., Kalamazoo, 
mich., vs Mich. Cent. et al (5817); Pp 
1228. 

Kansas City Egg Case Filler Co., 
Kansas City, Mo., vs C. M. & St. P. 
Ry. Co. (5829); p 1295. ; j 

Kansas City Hay Co. vs Missouri Pa- 
cific et al (5636); p 842. 

Kansas City Millers’ Club, Board of 
Trade of Kansas City, vs Kansas Cily 
Southern et al (5364); p 84. 

Kansas Portland Cement Co. of Gas 
and Iola, Kan., vs Missouri, Kansas 
& Texas Railway et al (5712); p 1007. 

Kelly’s Creek Colliery Co., Ward, W. 
Va., vs the Kanawha & Michigan 
Railway (5841); p 1369. 

Kenner (La.) Truck Farmers’ Associa- 
tion vs Illinois Central and American 
Express Co. (5599); p 637. 

Kentucky Distilleries & Warehouse Co. 
of Kellers and other Kentucky points, 
vs the Louisville & Nashville et al 
(5688); p 946. re 

Kerper, Jacob, et al, New Vienna, Lux- 
emburg, Holy Cross, Petersburg, and 
Colesburg, Ia., vs lowa Northern and 
Chicago Great Western (5683); p 946. 

Kirkland Lumber Co., Texarkana, Ark.- 
Tex., vs the Texas & Pacific Railway 
Co. (5500); p. 454. 

Kirkpatrick, J. C., Administrator, vs 
the Southern Kansas Railway Co 
(5517); p 495. 

Kitto Boiler & Tank Co., Canton, O., 
vs the Erie Railroad Co. et al (5557); 
p 643. 

Klauer Manufacturing Co., Dubuque, 
Iowa, vs Atchison, Topeka & Santa 
Fe et al (5729); p 1055. 

Klauer Manufacturing Co., Dubuque, 
Iowa, vs Atchison, Topeka & Santa 
Fe et al (5729); p 1055. 

Knoxville Traffic Bureau vs Cincinnati, 
New Orleans & Texas Pacific and 
Southern Railway (5685); p 946. 

Koch Butchers’ Supply Co., Kansas 
City, Mo., vs Chicago & Alton R. R. 
Co. (5723); p 1055. 

Kroll Lumber Co., Spokane, Wash., vs 
the Great Northern Railway Co. et al 
(5539); p 605. 

Kulzer, J. G., Spokane, Wash., vs. Great 
Northern Railway et al (5621); p 731. 

Kunz Grain Co., Wesley, Ia., vs. C., 
Minneapolis & St. Louis Railroad Co. 
et al (5663); p 945. 


L 


Lagomarcino-Grupe Co., Burlington, 
Ia., vs Chicago, Burlington & Quincy 
et al (5632); p 841. 

Lake Superior Paper Co., Ltd., Sault 
Ste. Marie, Ont., vs Duluth, South 
Shore & Atlantic et al (5777); p 1145. 

Lamb-Davis Lumber Co., Leavenworth, 
Wash., vs the Great Northern Rail- 
way Co. et al (5499); p 454. 

Lamb-Davis Lumber Co., Leavenworth, 
Wash., vs Great Northern Railroad 
et al (5716); p 1007. > 

Leavitt Land & Lumber Co., Dermott, 
Ark., vs St. Louis, Iron Mountain & 
Southern et al (5792); p 1190. 

Lebanon Commercial Club of Lebanon, 
Ky., vs Louisville & Nashville Rail- 
road Co. (5490); p 454. 

Lee, George H., Co. of Omaha, Neb., 
vs the Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific 
et al (5781); p 1145. 
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Lee, George M., Okamah, Okla., vs St. 
Louis Southwestern (5594); p 687. 

Lehigh Coal Co, et al vs Baltimore & 
Ohio Southwestern et al (5668); p 948. 

Lena Lumber Co., Silica, Ark., vs the 
Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Rail- 
way Co (5862); p 1422. 

Lewis, F. J., Mfg. Co., Moline, IIl., 
vs the Chicago, Burlington & Quincy 
Railroad Co. (5382); p 141. 

Lindsay & Co., Ltd., Helena, Mont., vs 
ba Wells-Fargo Co. et al (5673); p 
46. 

Lindsay & Co., Ltd., et al of Helena, 
Mont., vs Northern Express Co, et a! 
(5825); p 1295. 

Lindsay-Walker Co. and Virden & Luke 
Co., Billings, Mon., and Sheridan, 
Wyo., vs the Southern Pacific et al 
(5757); p_ 1099. 

Lipe, H. V., McIntosh, N. M., vs St. 
wouis, Iron Mountain & Southern et 
al (5388); p 140. 

Loewenberg & Going Co., G. L. Jubits, 
assignee, Portland and Salem, Ore., 
vs Oregon-Washington R. & N. et al 
(5665); p 945. 

Loew Manufacturing Co., The, vs Lake 
Short & Michigan Southern et al 
(5529); p 605. 

Loew Mfg. Co., Cleveland, vs New York, 
Chicago & St Louis et al (5832); p 
1295. 

Logan Concrete and Engineering Co., 
Jacksonville, Fla., vs Georgia South- 
ern & Florida et al (5653); 842. 

Lone Star Brewing Co., San Antonio, 
Tex., vs the St. L., I M. & S. et al 
(5807); p 1190. 

Long & Co., T. C., Huntsville, Ark., 
vs St. Louis & San Francisco (5551); 
p 643. 

Louisville Board of Trade, Louisville, 
Ky., vs the Louisville & Nashville 
Railroad (5508); p 455. 

Louisville Cement Co., Louisville, Ky., 
vs Louisville & Nashville Railroad Co. 
et al (5356); p 84 

Lowe, George A., Co., Ogden, Utah, vs 
Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul et al 
(5689): p 946. 

Lower Coast Growers’ and Shippers’ As- 
sociation, New Orleans, vs American 
Express Co. and “[TIllinois Central 
(5596); p 687. 

Lowry-Hanks Co., Johnson City, Tenn., 
vs Southern Express Co. (5652); p 842 

Ludowici-Celadon Co. of Chicago vs 
the Atlantic Coast Line Railroad Co. 
(5747); p 1099. 

Lynchburg Cotton Mill Co.. ete., vs 
Norfolk & Western and Chesapeake 
& Ohio R. R. Co. (5818); p 1228. 


M 

Mahaffey Co.. Chicago, vs Great North- 
ern et al (5681); p 946. 

Maine Spinning Co.. Skowhegan, vs the 
Boston & Maine R. R. et al (5548); p 
643. 

Martin, George W. & T. H., Duluth. 
Minn., vs Gt. Nor Ry. Co. (5400); p 
185. 

Mason, R. E. & C. E.. Charlotte, N. C., 
vs Atlantic Coast Line et al (5380): 
p 140. 

Mathiessen & MHengeler Zinc Co. vs 
Chicago & North Western and La 
Salle & Bureau County R. R. Co. 
(5703); p 947. 

May Brothers et al of Memphis, Tenn., 
vs St. Louis & San Francisco (5846); 
Pp 1369. 

Mayor and Council of Douglas, Ga., and 
the Board of Trade of Douglas vs 
Atlantic, Birmingham & Atlantic Rail- 
way et al (5487); nm 454. 
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apolis & Omaha Ry. Co. et al (5794); 
p 1190. 

McGillan, Frank I.. etc.. of San Fran- 
cisco. Cal.. vs the Southern Pacific 
(5417); p 186. 

McKenzie. Robert. Salt Lake City, Utah, 
vs the Central Vermont Railroad et al 
(5522); p 495. 

McLean Lumbér Co., Chattanooga, vs 
—_ Great Southern (5643); p 

Memphis Freight Bureau for the Chick- 
asaw Cooperage Co.. Memphis, ‘i'enn.. 
vs Tllinois Central Railroad Co. et al 
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Charles Railroad Co. et al (5840); p 
1369. 
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Waterman Lumber & Supply Co., Kan- 
sas City, Mo., and Waterman, Tex., 
vs the Texas & Gulf Railway Co. et al 
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Alexandria Barrel Co vs Chicago, Rock 


Island & Pacific Railway Co et al. 
No 4616. Opinion No 2331 (27 1C Cc 
Rep, p 196). Submitted July 3 1912. 
Decided April 14, 1913. Rae of 39 
cents per 100 pounds with a minimum 
weight of 20,000 pounds for the trans- 
portation of tight barrels from Alex- 
andria, La., to Houston, Tex., group 
points and Texas common point ter- 
ritory found to be unreasonable to 
the extent it exceeds 25 cents to 
Houston group points and 39 cents to 
Texas common point territory, with 
a minimum weight in each instance 
of 12,000 pounds, subject to rule 6B 
of Western Classification. Repara- 
tion awarded: June 21, p 1334. 


American Brake Shoe & Foundry Co. 


vs. Alabama Great Southern Railroad 
Co. et al. No. 4435. Opinion No. 2240 
(26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 446). Submitted 
June 13, 1912. Decided March 5, 1913. 





Arabol Manufacturing Co. vs. 


Two shipments of brake shoes were 
transported from Chattanooga, Tenn., 
to Houston, Tex., on which charges 
were collected on the joint through 
earload rate of 30 cents per 100 
pounds, minimum weight 40,000 
pounds. Under contract between ship- 
per and the Houston & Texas Central 
Railroad, the consignee, the former 
was to assume the freight charges 
up to New Orleans, and the benefit is 
claimed of the less-than-carload rate 
to that point of 22 cents per 100 
pounds at actual weight. Lawful 
charges found to have been assessed. 
Complaint dismissed; Apr. 5, p. 777. 


American Insulated Wire & Cable Co. 


vs. Chicago & Northwestern Railway 
Co. et al. No. 4761. Opinion No. 2233 
(26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 415). Submitted 
Nov. 14, 1912. Decided March 5, 1913. 
Defendants charge for transportation 
of copper wire in carloads from Dol- 
lar Bay, Mich., to Chicago, IIL, a rate 
of 15 cents per 100 pounds during the 
months when navigation on the great 
lakes is open, and a rate of 22 cents 
per 100 pounds during the months 
when such navigation is closed. Com- 
plainant contends that the higher rate 
is in contravention of the last clause 
of the fourth section of the Act to 
regulate commerce, and is in itself 
unreasonable; Held: (1) That the 
maintenance of varying rates on cop- 
per wire from and to the points in 
question, depending on whether the 
great lakes are open or closed to navi- 
gation, is not in contravention of the 
statute. (2) That 22 cents per 100 
pounds is not shown by the evidence 
to be an unreasonable rate for the 
service during the months when that 
rate is applied; Apr. 5, p. 771. 


American National Live Stock Associa- 


tion et al. vs. Southern Pacific Co. et 
al. No. 4877. Opinion No. 2143 (26 I. 
Cc. C. Rep, p. 37). Submitted Nov. 27, 
1912. Decided Jan. 7, 1913. (1) Rea- 
sonable maximum rates prescribed 
for the transportation of live stock 
from stations in Arizona to Los Ange- 
les and California feed lots. To these 
rate $5 per car should be added for 
a two-line haul for 506 miles or less; 
for branch-line hauls $2.50 per car 
should be added. The rate on stock 
eattle or on sheep for feeding should 
be 85 per cent of the rate prescribed 
for fat sheep and cattle. (2) Through 
routes established from points on the 
Arizona Eastern Railroad, via the 
Southern Pacific, to Los Angeles and 
California feed lots; Feb. 8, p. 367. 


Anacostia Citizens’ Association vs. Bal- 


timore & Ohio Railroad Co. et al. No. 
4832 Opinion No. 2102 (I. C. C. Rep. 
25). Submited Oct. 24, 1912. Decided 
Dec. 3. 1912. (1) The denial of free 
store-door pick-up and delivery of 
certain less-than-carload traffic to the 
citizens of Anacostia, D. C., while such 
free service is extended to other sec- 
tions of the city of Washington, D. 
C., found to be unjustly discrimina- 
tory in so far as the Philadelphia, 
Baltimore & Washington Railroad 
Co. is concerned, but not with respect 
to the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Co., 
which maintains its freight station in 
Anacostia, (2) Defendants by arrang- 
ing to place their baggage checks at 
the residence of passengers in certain 
sections of Washington to the ex- 
clusion of passengers located in Ana- 
costia, unjustiy discriminate against 
the latter. (3) Complaint against de- 
fendant express companies satisfied 
and dismissed: Jan. 12. p. 118. 

South 


Brooklyn Railway Co. et al. No. 4157. 
Opinon No. 2105 (25 I. C. C. Rep. p. 429). 
Submitted Oct. 4, 1911. Decided Dec. 
9, 1912. Joint rates for the transpor- 
tation of seventeen carloads of sizing 
from Bedford, N. Y., via Weehawken, 
N. J., to Carthage and other New 
York points found to have been un- 
reasonable to the extent that they 
exceeded the aggregate of the inter- 
mediate rates. Reparation awarded; 
Jan, 11. p. 123. 


Arkansas Fertilizer Co. vs. St. Louis, Iron 


Mountain & Southern Ry. Co. et al. 
No. 4801. Opinion No. 2118 (25 I, C. 
C. Rep. p. 645). Submitted Oct. 15, 
1912. Decided Jan. 7, 1913. Com- 
plainant manufactures commercial fer- 
tilizers at Little Rock, Ark., using, 
among other ingredients, kainit or 
other potash salts, and nitrate of 
soda. Potash salts come from Ger- 





many and nitrate of soda from Chile, 
the ports of entry being on the At- 
lantic and gulf coasts. Complainant 
receives the major portion of its ship- 
ments through New Orleans, La., and 
alleges that the rates charged by the 
defendants for the transportation of 
nitrate of soda and potash salts from 
New Orleans to Little Rock are un- 
reasonable, unjustly discriminatory, 
and subject it and the latter place to 
undue prejudice and disadvantage as 
compared with the rates on the same 
commodities from New Orleans to 
Memphis. The record discloses that 
the rates under investigation apply 
from other gulf ports as well as from 
New Orleans and via many routes; 
and that the rates to Memphis are 
lower than they otherwise would be 
by reason of actual and potential 
water competition, and by reason of 
the location of Memphis as a Missis- 
sippi River gateway. Upon all the 
facts shown, Held: (1) That the 
rates on nitrate of soda and potash 
salts from New Orleans, La., to Little 
Rock, Ark., are not unreasonable or 
excessive. (2) That they do not 
produce unjust discrimination or sub- 
ject Little Rock or the complainant to 
undue prejudice and disadvantage as 
compared with the rates to Memphis. 
(3) That the complaint should be dis- 
missed; Jan. 25, p. 223. 


Ashland Fire Brick Co. et al. vs. South- 


ern Railway Co. et al. No. 3831. 
Opinion No. 2186 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 
195). Submitted Dec. 17, 1912. De- 
cided Feb. 4, 1913. Upon the facts dis- 
closed at the rehearing; Held, That 
the previous order in this case should 
be set aside and rates on fire brick 
from points in the Ashland-Olive Hill 
district to Birmingham, Ala., and the 
other destinations involved should ali 
be made one-half cent per 100 vounds 
less than they were at the time of 
our previous order: Mar. 1, p. 535. 


Atlas Lumber & Shingte Co. vs. North- 


ern Pacific Railway Co. et al. No. 
4641. Opinion No. 2208 (26 I. C. C, 
Rep. p. 313). Submitted Oct. 1. 1912. 
Decided March 5, 1913. For transpor- 
tation of a consignment of fir lath 
from Tacoma, Wash., to Omaha, Neb., 
the initial carrier defendant was un- 
able to furnish a box car as ordered 
and furnished instead a flat car which 
earried a minimum far in excess of 
the weight of fir lath that could be 
loaded in it. Thouveh the car was 
loaded to its full visible capacity. the 
transportation charges were based on 
the ereater minimum weight. On 
complaint of shipper: Held: That 
the charges were unreasonable to the 
extent assessed above the actual 
weight of the shipment. Reparation 
awarded: March 22, p. 663. 


Augusta, Ga., vs. Buffalo, Rochester & 


Pittsburg et al. (see Chamber of 


Commerce. etc.). 


Aveusta & Savannah Steamboat Co. vs. 


Ocean Steamship Co. of Savannah et 
al. No. 4722. Opinion No. 2226 (26 
I. Cc. Cc. Rep, pv. 280). Submitted Feb. 
13, 1913. Decided March 10, 1913. (1) 
Defendants allege that the complaint 
herein is too indefinite to present any 
issue for trial. but the point is not 
sustained. as the record shows that 
defendants were fullv notified of com- 
plainant’s claim and adeauatelv ad- 
vised of the matters which thev are 
called upon to defend. (2) It appears 
that defendant ocean carriers are at 
the present time parties to a joint 
tariff under which merchandise may 
move from Augusta. Ga... via S9van- 
nah, Ga., to North Adams, Mass., 
under a joint rate and by a joint 
route between complainant, a water 
earrier from Augusta to Savannah, 
and the defendants: Held: That hav- 
ing voluntarily subiected themselves 
to the jurisdiction of this Commission 
with respect to traffic destined to 
North Adams, the Commission has 
authoritv to compel defendants to file 
similar tariffs with respect to other 
points similar to North Adams and. 
perhaps in competition with North 
Adams. (3) The words “or other- 
wise” in the 1ith section of the 
Panama Canal Act of Aug. 24. 1912, 
modifv the phrase ‘“‘through the Pana- 
ma Canal’ and not the phrase “bv 
rail and water.” (4) Prior to 1905 


traffic moved on through routes and 
joint rates from Augusta by water to 
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Savannah, thence by water to the 
north Atlantic ports, and thence by 
rail to interior destinations, but in 
that year those rates and routes were 
canceled. Upon petition to reestab- 
lish such rates and routes; Held: That 
through rates should be established 
between the same points over which 
they were in effect previous to their 
withdrawal in 1905, but that the 
amount of these rates could not be 
determined upon the present record. 
Mar. 29, p. 714. 


Bagley, John J., & Co., vs. Pere Mar- 


quette Railroad Co. et al. No. 4170. 
Opinion No. 2133 (25 I. C. C. Rep, p. 
698). Submitted April 22, 1912. De- 
cided Jan. 7, 1913. Rating of third 
class, with a minimum of 24,000 
pounds, subject to Rule 27 of Official 
Classification, established for the 
transportation of long-cut, fine-cut, 
cut-plug and granulated smoking to- 
baccos in carloads from Detroit, Mich., 
to New York, N. Y.: Feb 1, p. 310. 


Ball, Charles R., Lumber Co. vs. Texas 


& Pacific Railway Co. etal. No. 4339. 
Opinion No. 2108 (25 I. C. C, Rep, p. 
437). Submitted Nov. 106, 1911 De- 
cided Dec. 2, 1912. 
transportation of lumber and cross- 
ties from points in Louisiana to Acme, 
Tex., found to have been unreason- 
able. Reparation awarded: Jan. 11, P. 
126. 


Barnard, W. W., Co. vs. Chicago, Mil- | 


waukee & St. Paul Railway Co. No. 


4715. Opinion No. 2158 (26 I. C. C.| 


Rep, p. 91). Submitted June 14, 1912. 
Decided Jan. 7, 1913. It appears that 
charges for the transportation of moss 
in carloads from Mather, Wis., to 


Chicago, Ill., were based on the rate | 


on lumber and subject to lumber min- 
imum weights; the average loading 
weight of moss in a standard car is 
about one-half that of lumber; there 
is no transportation or commercial 
relation between moss and lumber; 
Held: That charges assessed on the 
above basis were unreasonable. A 
reasonable rate and minimum weight 
prescribed for the future. Reparation 
awarded: Feb. 22, p. 473. 

Barrels, Classification of Empty. I. and 
S. Docket No. 79. Opinion No. 2117 
(25 I. Cc. C. Rep, p. 641). Submitted 
Nov. 26, 1912. Decided Jan. 7, 1913. 
Advance objected to is change in the 
rating of empty, tight cooperage bar- 
rels, in carloads, in Southern Classifi- 
cation, from sixth to fifth class; Held: 
That the carriers have justified pro- 
posed advance, and order of suspen- 
sion will be vacated: Jan. 25, p. 220. 
Bartlesville Salvage Co. et al. vs. Mis- 
souri, Kansas & Texas Railway Co. 
et al. No. 4686. Opinion No. 2126 (25 
I. C. C. Rep, p. 672). Submitted Sept. 
20, 1912. Decided Oct. 15, 1912. Rate 
and minimum weight charged for the 
transportation of scrap iron from 
Bartlesville, Okla., to St. Louis, Mo., 
found unreasonable; Feb. 1, p. 300. 
Beach, Hiram G., vs. Ann Arbor Rail- 
road Co. No. 5052. Opinion No. 2231 
(26 1. C. C. Rep. p. 410). Submitted Jan. 
12, 1913. Decided March 11, 1913. De- 
fendant maintains a round-trip week- 
end fare of $1.25 during the summer 
season from Toledo, Ohio, to Whit- 
more Lake and Lakeland, Mich., 
which are summer resorts, while de- 
nying the fare to Hamburg, Mich., a 
summer resort located between Whit- 
more Lake and Lakeland; Held: 
That the denial of the round-trip fare 
to Hamburg constitutes unjust dis- 
crimination; April 5, p. 756. 
Beaumont, Tex.. vs. Texas & New Or- 
leans et al. (see Chamber of Com- 
merce, etc.). 

Benisch Brothers vs. Long Island Rail- 
road Co. No. 4541. Opinion No. 2109 
(25 I. C. C. Rep. p. 439). Submitted 
May 10, 1912. Decided Dec. 2, 1912. 
Defendant has a hand derrick at its 
Atkins yards, East New York, for un- 
loading heavy freight, that is not of 
sufficient capacitv to wnload all the 
heavy freight received there within 48 
hours of arrival. Collection of demur- 
rage and track-storage charges on 
heavy freight which was delayed in 
unloading beyond that time, under 
such circumstances, found unreason- 
- Reparation awarded; Jan. 11, p. 
Betcher, Charles, Lumber Co., vs. Chi- 
cago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Railway 
Co. et al. No. 4978. Opinion No. 2215 


Charges for the | 





Board of 


Board of Improvement, 





(26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 335). Submitted 
Jan. 27, 1913. Decided March 10, 1913. 
Combination of rates aggregating 60 
cents per 100 pounds on lumber from 
points in Oregon south of Portland to 
Red Wing, Minn., found unreasonable 
and joint rate of 55 cents via Council 
Bluffs prescribed. Reparation award- 
ed; March 29, p. 707. 


Blakely Southern Railroad Co. vs. At- 


lantic Coast Line Railroad Co. et al. 
No, 5124. Opinion No. 2217 (26 I. C. C. 
Rep, p. 344). Submittea Jan. 10, 19135. 
Decided March 11, 1913. (1) Com- 
plainant’s prayer for -joint rates on 
interstate traffic to Jakin, Ga., over 
the Central of Georgia and complain- 
ant’s railroad, and to Blakely, Ga., 
over the Atlantic Coast Line and com- 
plainant’s railroad, competitive with 
rates now in effect over the Atlantic 
Coast Line to Jakin and over t Cen- 
tral of Georgia to Blakely, deni (2) 
To a large extent complainant’s road 
is still in effect a plant facility of the 
Flowers Lumber Co. (3) Complain- 
ant’s prayer if granted would result 


in a violation of the fourth section of | 


the act to regulate commerce, (4) 
Jakin and Blakely are at present 


served with reasonable adequacy. The | 


right of a carrier to demand joint 
rates with another is to be tested by 
the needs of the community which it 
seeks thus to serve. (5) Under the 


circumstances in this case the compe- | 
tition which would result from the es- 


tablishment of joint rates over com- 
plainant’s line to Jakin and Blakely 
is not such as sound public policy 
sanctions and dictates; March 29, p. 
710. 


Blue Grass Lumber Co. et al. vs. Louis- 


ville & Nashville Railroad Co. et al. 
No. 4730. Robinson Lumber Veneer 
& Box Co. et al. vs. Louisville & 
Nashville Railroad Co. et al. Case 
No. 4731. Major, S. C., vs. Louisville 
& Nashville Railroad Co. et al. No. 
5075. Opinion No. 2239 (26 I. C. C. 
Rep, p. 438). Submitted Oct. 30, 1912. 
Decided March 10, 1913. Rates on 
hardwood lumber from points on the 
Louisville & Nashville Railroad in 
Alabama, south of the Tennessee 
River, to eastern seaboard territory 
and ‘nterior-eastern points consid- 
ered: Held: That these rates were 
and are unreasonable to the extent 
that they exceed the rates on yellow 
pine between the same points by more 
than 2 cents per 100 pounds, and that 
any rate on hardwoods, not woods of 
value, from and to the territories 
named that exceeds the rate con- 
temporaneously maintained on yel- 
low pine by more than 2 cents 
subjects that commodity and the ship- 
pers thereof to undue prejudice and 
disadvantage; April 5, p. 762. 
Improvement, Waterworks 
District No. 1, Fort Smith, Ark., vs. 
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Rail- 
way Co. et al. No. 4666. Opinion No. 
2262 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 539). Sub- 
mitted March 6, 1913. Decided April 
7, 1913. Rate of 15 cents per 100 
pounds on cement from Kansas gas- 
belt points, Ada, Okla., Bonner 
Springs, Kan., and Sugar Creek, Mo., 
not found unreasonable or unjustly 
discriminatory. Complaint dismissed; 
April 26, p. 902. 

Waterworks 
District No. 1, Fort Smith, Ark., vs. 
St. Louis & San Francisco Railroad 
Co. et al. No. 4997. Opinion No. 2263 
(26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 541). Submitted 
March 6, 1913. Decided April 7, 1913. 
Rate of $6.85 per net ton on cast-iron 
pipe and connections from Chatta- 
nooga, Tenn., to Fort Smith, Ark., not 
found unreasonable or unjustly dis- 
criminatory. Complaint dismissed; 
April 26, p. 902. 


Board of Railroad Commissioners of 


the State of Montana, in Behalf of 
Frank W. Campbell, vs. Northern Pa- 
cific Railway Co. et al. No. 4733. 
Opinion No, 2250 (26 I. Cc. C. Rep. p. 
482). Submitted Sept. 27, 1912. De- 
cided March 5, 1913. Charges on a 
earload of emigrant movables from 
Edmunds, N. D., to Shawmut, Mont., 
found unreasonable. Reparation 
awarded; April 12, p. 811. 


Board of Railroad Commissioners of 


the State of Montana vs. Chicago, 
Burlington & Quincy Railroad Co. et 
al. No. 4190. Opinion No. 2090 (25 


I. C. C. Rep, p. 371). Submitted Feb. 
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23, 1912. Decided Dec. 2, 1912. Double 
first-class rating applied to the trans- 
portaticn of two rocking chairs, set 
up, with rockers detached and tied to 
back, from Lincoln, Neb., to Helena, 
Mont., not found excessive or un- 
reasonable. Cemplaint dismissed; 
Jan, 11, p. 110. 


Board of Trade of Cheraw, S. C., et al. 


vs. Seaboard Air Line Railway et al. 
No. 4467. Opinion No. 2222 (26 L. C. 
Rep, p. 364). Submitted June 12, 1912. 
Decided March 10, 1913. Class rates 
to Cheraw, S. C., from Virginia cities 
and from eastern and western points 
not found to be unreasonable or un- 
duly discriminatory. Complaint dis- 
missed; March 29, p. 712. 


Board of Trade of the City of Chicago 


vs. Illinois Central Railroad Co. No. 
5169. Opinion No. 2265 (26 I. C. C. 
Rep, p. 545). Submitted Feb. 13, 1913. 
Decided April 8, 1913. Rates on grain 
in carloads from Omaha, Neb., to Chi- 
cago, Ill., bear an established relation- 
ship to rates from Omaha to New 
Orleans, La., for export. In 1912 the 
Omaha-New Orleans rates were re- 
duced, but subsequently restored, 
without any change in the Omaha- 
Chicago rates. Upon complaint filed 
during the existence of the reduced 
rates to New Orleans alleging that 
the resulting adjustment was discrim- 
inatory against Chicago in favor of 
New Orleans and also that the rates 
from Omaha to Chicago were unreas- 
able per se; Held: (1) That the resto- 
ration of the old rates, Omaka to New 
Orleans, has removed the discrimina- 
tion of which complaint was made. 
(2) That the rates from Omaha to 
Chicago have not been shown to be 
unreasonable per se. Upon request 
made at the hearing and upon argu- 
ment that the Commission find and 
determine what would be reasonable 
:ates from Omaha to Chicago as com- 
pared with rates from Omaha to New 
Orleans should the latter again be 
reduced: Held, That the Commission 
not, upon the facts of record and in 
a case wherein only one carrier, 
operating over but a part of the 
through route to the Atlantic ports, 
is defendant, dezermine the important 
question of differentials in a general 
adjustment of rates; April 26, p 904. 


Board of Trade of Winston-Salem, 


N. C., vs. Norfolk & Western Rail- 
way Co. et al. No. 4717. Opinion No. 
2175 (26 I. Cc. C. Rep, p. 146). No. 
4628. Town of Martinsville, Va., vs. 
Norfolk & Western Railway Co. et al. 
Submitted Aug. 9, 1912. Decided Feb. 
4, 1913. (1) Rate of $2.10 per ton from 
the Pocahontas fields in Virginia and 
West Virginia to Winston-Salem, N. 
C., not found to be excessive or un- 
reasonable. Complaint dismissed. (2) 
Rate of $2.00 per ton from the same 
points of origin to Martinsville, Va., 
found to be unreasonable and exces- 
sive to the extent that it exceeds 
$1.80; March 1, p. 524. 


Boldt, Charles, vs. Chicago, Burlington 


& Quincy et al. (see Boldt, Charles, 
vs. Snenee, Rock Island & Pacific 
et al.) 


Boldt, Charles, Co. vs. Chicago, Rock 


Island & Pacific Railway Co. et al. 
No. 4696. Same vs. Chicago, Burling- 
ton & Quincy Railroad Co. et al. No. 
4696 (Sub-No. 1). Opinion No. 2303 
(27 I. C. C. Rep, p. 11). Submitted 
Nov. 14, 1912. Decided May 6, 1913. 
Rate of $1.80 per ton for the trans- 
portation of glass sand, in carloads, 
from Ottawa, Ill., to Cincinnati, Ohio, 
found unreasonable to the extent that 
it exceeds $1.60 per ton, which is pre- 
scribed as a reasonable rate for the 
future; May 24, p. 1114. 


Brooklyn, Wholesale Produce Dealers’ 


Assn. of, vs. Long Island (see Pro- 
duce Dealers, etc.) 


Brown, Wayne R., vs. Boston & Maine 


Railroad et al. No. 5015. Opinion No. 
2309 (27 I. C. C. Rep, p. 47). Sub- 
mitted March 14, 1913. Decided May 
6, 1913. The rates maintained by cer- 
tain of the defendants for the trans- 
portation of anthracite coal from 
various mining points in Pennsyl- 
vania to Scotia, N. Y., held to be ex- 
cessive, and reductions to $2 per gross 
ton on the prepared sizes, with cor- 
responding reductions on the smaller 
sizes, ordered; May 31, p. 1159. 


Buren, Max O., et al. vs. Southern Pa- 


cific Co. et al. No. 4917. Opinion 
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No. 2214 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 332). 
Submitted Dec. 14, 1912. Decided 
March 10, 1913. (1) Posting of tariff 
schedules as required by section 6 of 
the Act to regulate commerce is not 
a condition to making the rates shown 
in the schedules legally operative; 
United States vs. Miller, 223 U. S., 
599. (2) Rates assailed by complain- 
ants as invalid because of alleged 
failure to post the same in certain 
stations of some of the carriers de- 
ferdants found to have been regularly 
published and filed and _ therefore 
legally in force. Complaint dismissed; 
March 29, p. 706. 

Capital Electric Co. vs. Baltimore & 
Ohio Chicago Terminal Railroad Co. 
et al. No. 4812. Opinion No. 2246 (26 
I. C. C. Rep, p. 472). Submitted July 
23, 1912. Decided March 5, 1913. Rate 
of 95 cents per 100 pounds charged by 
defendants for transportation of a 
carload of enameled-iron conduit pipe 
from Harvey, Ill., to Salt Lake City, 
Utah, found unreasonable, and lower 
rate prescribed for the future. Repar- 
ation awarded; April 12, p. 807. 
Casey-Hedges Manufacturing Co. et al. 
vs. Central of Georgia Railway Co. 
No. 4639. Opinion No. 2150 (26 I. C. C. 
Rep, p. 63). Submitted June 4, 1912. 
Decided Jan. 13, 1913. Failure of de- 
fendant to absorb switching charges 
of connecting lines at Chattanooga, 
Tenn., on shipments of coke from 
Durham, Ga., not found to have re- 
sulted in the imposition of excessive 
or unjustly discriminatory charges. 
Complaint dismissed: Feb. 15, p. 418. 
Central Coal & Coke Co. vs. Missouri & 
Louisiana Eailroad Co. et al. No. 
5331. Opinion No. 2307 (27 I. C. C. 
Rep, p. 40). Submitted Feb. 27, 1913. 
Decided April 14, 1913. Complainant 
should be allowed reparation on its 
shipments of coal over defendants’ 
lines from coal mines near Bonanza, 
Ark., to destinations in Oklahoma, 
Missouri, Iowa, Kansas and Nebraska 
during the period in which defendants 
failed to maintain joint rates; May 
24, p. 1126. 

Central Commercial Co. vs. Atchison, 
Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Co. et al. 
No. 5018. Opinion No. 2224 (26 I. C. C. 
Rep, p. 373). Submitted Nov. 25, 1912 
Decided March 11, 1913. Defendant's 
rate of 33.1 cents per 100 pounds for 
the transportation of petroleum resi- 
duum, or road oil, in tank cars, from 
Coffeyville, Kan., to Hastings, Neb.., 
found unreasonable and unjustly dis- 
criminatory to the extent that it ex- 
ceeds 21 cents per 100 pounds. Repa- 
ration awarded; April 5, p. 750. 
Central Commercial Co vs Louisville & 
Nashville Railroad Co. No 4788. 
Opinion No 2321 (271 C C Rep. p 114). 
Submitted June 10, 1912. Decided May 
12, 1913. Where no additional or out- 
of-line haul is involved reconsignment 
and diversion in transit should be per- 
mitted on the basis of the through 
rate from point of origin to new desti- 
nation plus a reasonable charge for 
the extra services incident thereto; 
June 14, p 1254. 

Central Phosphate Co. vs. Louisville & 
Nashville et al.; April 5. p. 769. 
Chamber of Commerce of City of Au- 
gusta, Ga., vs. Buffalo, Rochester & 
Pittsburgh Railway Co. et al. No. 
5083. Opinion No. 2267 (26 I. C. C. 
Rep. p 559). Submitted Feb. 24, 1913. 
Decided April 7, 1913. Rate of 37 
cents per 100 pounds on apples, pota- 
toes, cabbage and onions from Roch- 
ester. N. Y., to Augusta, Ga., not 
found unreasonable. Complaint dis- 
missed; April 26, p. 909. 

Chamber of Commerce of the City of 
Beaumont. Tex., vs Texas & New 
Orleans Railroad Co et al. No 4598. 
Opinion No 2132 (251 CC Rep, p 695). 
Fourth Section Application No 629 
Submitted Aug 20, 1912. Decided Jan 
7, 1913. (1) Rates for the transpor- 
tation of potatoes and vegetables in 
earloads from St Louis. Mo., to Beau- 
mont, Tex., found unduly prejudicial 
as compared with rates on same com- 
modities from St Louis to Lake 
Charles, La., in so far as they exceed 
the differential resulting from the New 
Orleans combinations. (2) Carriers 
found to have justified the charging 
of lower rates for the transportation 
of potatoes, beans and vegetables in 
carloads from St Louis, Mo., to Lake 
Charles, La., than from St Louis. Mo., 
to Beaumont, Tex., and accorded lim- 





ited relief from the operation of the 
> section of the Act; Feb 1, p 


Chamber of Commerce of the State of 


New York et al vs New York Central 
& Hudson River Railroad Co et al. 
No 3993. Opinion No 233s (27 1C C 
Rep, p 238). Submitted May 5, 191%. 
Decided June 56, 1913. After exhaus- 
tive consideration of all the matters 
presented on the rehearing the Com- 
mission is of the opinion that the 
conclusions announced in the original 
tnd supplemental reports are correct; 
June 21, p 1351. 


Cheraw, S. C., Board of Trade of. (See 


Board of Trade, etc.). 


Classification Western. Docket No 76. 


Opinion No 2110 (25 I C C Rep, p 442). 
Submitted Oct 17, 1912. Decided Dec 
9, 1912. (1) Western Classification 
No. 51, I C C No. 9, was filed Dec. 28, 
1911, to become effective Feb 15, 1912, 
and was suspended by the Commis- 
sion, pending this investigation, until 
Dec 1+ 1912. Barriers voluntarily ex- 
tended this suspension until Feb 14, 
1913. (2) After discussing some of 
the larger and more fundamental ge-- 
eral questions involved in this pro- 
ceeding, consideration is given the in- 
dividua! rules in controversy, and this 
is followed by a discussion of the in- 
dividual items in No 51, to which ob- 
jections have been raised. In connec- 
tion with the discussion of both rules 
and items the application of the gen- 
eral principles involved is given ad- 
ditional consideration. Attention can 
be directed, in these head-notes, only 
in a general way, to a few of the 
most important considerations. (3) 
Classification is a public function. 
Public business cannot he conducted 
in a private way. Hearings of classi- 
fication committees should be made 
public, after due notice to interested 
parties, including state commissions 
and the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission. A record of facts and argu- 
ments should be made. As rapidly as 
items, or groups of items, have been 
disposed of by the classification com- 
mittee, they should be published in 
accordance with law. In the case of a 
protest to this Commission, the recora 
made up before the committee should 
be promptly submitted to the Com- 
mission. On the basis of this record, 
supolemented when necessary by ad- 
ditional inquiries, the Commission wiil 
be able to decide whether or not to 
suspend a proposed change in classi- 
fication. (4) A compilation of classi- 
fication units, expressing the relation 
to one another of weight, space and 
value, should be made, as far as prac- 
ticable, for every item in the classi- 
fication, and given due consideration. 
(5) The work of classification should 
te confined to classification as such. 
entirely separate from the question of 
rates or revenues by carriers. Classi- 
fication and rates and revenues should 
be treated separately. Having com- 
pleted a new classification along the 
lines suggested, each carrier can re 
adjust its rates on the basis of that 
classification in such manner as tv 
preserve its existing revenues. The 
sufficiency or insufficiency of certain 
reveiues and the level of particular 
rates or schedules are separate ques- 
tions. A classification is a universai 
tariff from which the schedules o! 
individual carriers should not depart 
except in cases demanded bv special 
conditions. Comnmodity tariffs in re- 
stricted number may always remain 
a necessity. (6) The classification 
movement since 1887, with a brief 
reference to conditions prior to that 
date, is described and mention made 
of the uniform classification of 1891 
(7) The Commission has repeatedly 
emhpasized the necessity of greater 
uniformity in classification. Numer- 
cus quotations, bearing upon this sub- 
ject. from decisions and annual re- 
ports of the Commission, are given 
Reference is made to the past utter- 
ances of the Commission with regard 
to the elements of classification, an 
enumeration of which is made. (8) 
Generally speaking, carload ratings 
should be established whenever car- 
load auantities are offered for ship- 
ment and the public interest requires 
it. The relative merits of a system 
of any-quantity ratings as compared 
with a system of carload and less- 
than-carload ratings are left for fu- 


ture consideration. (9) Liberal provi- 
sions should be made for mixtures. 
Artificial restrictions upon mixtures 
are restrictions upon the freedom of 
trade and commerce, with a tendency 
to militate against the small man. 
Mixtures result in a better utilization 
of car space; they lessen the demands 
upon terminal froperties, they de- 
crease the expense of operation and 
facilitate the movement of freight. A 
brief statement is made of the argu- 
ments for and against the incorpora- 
tion in Western Clasisfication of Rule 
10 of Official Classifiction. (10) An 
excessive difference between the car- 
load and less-than-carload rates on 
the same commodity results in an 
undue preference to the carload ship- 
per. Considerable diversity in the 
spread between carload and less-than- 
carload ratings is revealed. The rela- 
tions between carload and less-than- 
ecarload ratings should be established 
in accordance with some consistent 
principle throughout the classification 
and the rate schedules which may be 
constructed upon it. In establishing 
a proper relation, consideration should 
be given to the relative cost of hand- 
ling, the demands upon terminal prop- 
erties and the utilization of equip- 
ment. (11) Generally speaking, 
freight cars should be made to fil the 
business. Within reasonable limits, 
business may be required to adapt 
itself to the car. (12) Carriers should 
take into consideration both the phy- 
sical minimum and the commercial 
minimum in deciding upon a classifi- 
cation minimum to govern carload 
shipments throughout the country and 
provide themselves with cars of cor- 
responding sizes. What these _ shall 
be must be determined in the light of 
all the facts applicable to each in- 
dividual case. The physical minimum 
is that minimum which represents the 
weight or bulk quantities which can 
te loaded into a car from the point 
of view of space or the theoretical 
number of packages capable of being 
loaded into a car, determined by di- 
viding the cubical contents of the car 
by the cubical contents of one of the 
packages, multiplied by the weight of 
the package, possibly with some con- 
sideration of the dimensions of the 
package. The commercial minimum 
is that minimum which represents the 
unit of purchase and sale of the com- 
modity in question as established by 
custom and the conditions existing 
in that trade and in the territory in 
which it governs at the time the 
minimum was established. The phy- 
sical minimum would consider only 
physical loading capacity, while the 
commercial minimum would consider 
in addition trade requirements, con- 
ditions of manufacture, disiribution 
and consumption (13) From a classi- 
fication standpoint, the security of a 
package may with propriety be con- 
sidered in fixing the rating. A pack- 
age which is less desirable from a 
transportation standpoint may be 
given a higher rating than one which 
is more desirable. The approval of 
this rule, however, does not sanction 
disproportionate and arbitrary in- 
creases in the rating of an article 
when offered in a less desirable pack- 
age. There should be some relation 
between the increased rating and the 
increase in the risk, difficulty of han- 
dling and other proper considerations. 
(14) In the present proceeding the 
discussion upon a graduate scale has 
centered ahout Rule 6B. The principle 
of this rule is correct. It promotes 
economical use of car space and has 
a tendency to check the careless ship- 
per. The restriction of the present 
rule to light and bulky articles is of 
doubtful proprietv. On the other hand, 
a universal graduate scaie probably 
cannot be devised. The loading possi- 
bilities of different commodities vary 
so widely in-their relation to differing 
car dimensions that it may be neces- 
sary to adopt different scales for dif- 
ferent classes of commodities. (15) 
The rule in Soithern Cotton Oil Co vs 
S Ry Co, 19 I C C, 79, approved. It 
is the duty of the initial carrier not 
only to advise the shipper of the lower 
rates applying in case of,release of 
valuation, but when inforthed of the 
shipper’s desire to avail himself of 
such lower rates to obtain the ship- 
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pers signature in accordance with the 
tariffs. (16) ‘‘Follow-lot’’ shipments 
should be marked by the shipper 
whenever they constitute an over- 
flow resulting from the failure of the 
shipper to designate the dimensions 
of cars required. Where the ship- 
ments could be loaded in a car of the 
size ordered by the shipper and two 
cars are furnished by the carrier, the 
marking, where necessary, should be 
done by the carrier. (17) It is the 
duty of the delivering carrier to col- 
lect the lawful rates on shipments 
and to correct any errors that may 
have been made by the agents of the 
initial carrier in billing or in the col- 
lection of prepaid charges. This in- 
cludes misbilling due to a wrong de- 
scription cf the container. A _ provi- 
sion shouid be inserted that, if the 
classification of a shipment is prop- 


erly raised at the point of destination,. 


by reason of the character of the con- 


tainer, the initial carrier shall be 
liable for the difference, unless mis- 
representation was made. (18) Every 


effort of the carriers to compel accu- 
racy and honesty in descriptions of 
freight deserves support. Inadvert- 
ent and unknowing misdescriptions 
are unfortunate in their possible dis- 
criminatory effect; conscious misrep- 
resentations and misdescriptions are 
criminal and should be rigorously sup- 
pressed. (19) It is the right and 
duty of carriers to protect other 
freight from commodities which are 
likely to damage it. Certain perish- 
able freight may at times, for suffi- 
cient reason, be refused under proper 
tariff provision or the classification. 
(20) If all the pieces constituting a 
completed article are offered as one 
shipment, under cne bill of lading, the 
freight charges should be calculated 
upon a rating for the completed 
article. This does not prevent a 
shipper from billing separately each 
constituent part at its respective 
rating. (21) Carload quantites should 
not be received in freight houses. 
Storage space should be reserved for 
less-than-carload shipments. But 
when, for sufficient season, a carrier 
has actually stored and handled car- 
load quantities as it stores and 
handles less-than-carload quantities, 
it is entitled to fair compensation for 
the additional service performed 
(22) Brunswick-Balke-Collender Co 
vs AT & S F Ry Co, 231C C, 395, 
affirmed, subject to the further inves- 
tigation ordered in that case. (23) 
By requiring a substantial minimum 
to be loaded of each commodity in 
the mixture, it would become impos- 
sible to defeat the minimum weight 
requirem2nts of the others by includ- 
ing in the shipment a nominal quan- 
tity of one. Such provision should be 
inserted in Rule 21-B. (24) it would 
hardly be in the public interest to 
require carriers to load or unload 
large, heavy, bulky less-than-carload 
shipments at any one of the thousands 
of stations in this country, where 
they do not, and can not, maintain 
erews capable of handling consign- 
ments of this . character. Carriers 
should advise shippers at the time 
shipments are received what is ex- 
pected of them. This rule. like all 
others. must have a reasonable inter- 
pretation. Section crews should as- 
sist shippers wherever possible and 
practicable. (25) ‘‘Shippers’ load and 
count.”” In connection with this sub- 
ject a discussion is given of carriers’ 
liability under ordinary bills of lading 
and those containing similar qualify- 
ing clauses. As this subject is cov- 
ered bv pending legislation of Con- 
gress fixing the liability of the car- 
riers, the Commission refrains from 
making recommendations. (26) The 
allowance of 500 pounds for “dun- 
nage” should be continued. (27) The 
classification should either provide 
for the transportation of a necessary 
caretaker of perishable freight free 
of charge or require carriers to take 
care of stoves and replenish fuel in 
transit when such protection is re- 
quired. (28) While carriers may 
vrovide by definite tariff provisions. 
free from undue discrimination, for 
the advancement of storage or trans- 
fer charges. the Commission is with- 
out authority to compel them to do 
£0. (29) In accordance with estab- 
lished law, classification properly may 





not be predicated upon the use to be 
made of an article. Use may, how- 
ever, be considered as evidence of 
value. Value has a bearing upon rat- 
ing in the classification. (30) The re- 
striction of the mixture of machinery 
and machines to articles ‘‘necessary 
for the initial equipment” is unjustly 
discriminatory. If it is found neces- 
sary to restrict the mixture, this 
should be done by placing a limitation 
upon the quantity of each article that 
may be shipped in a mixed car. (31) 
In connection with the sliding scale of 
minima provided by Rule 6-B, rules 
protecting the minimum on the size 
of car ordered, similar to those in ef- 
fect in western trunk-line exceptions 
to the classification, and in accord 
with our decision in Noble vs. B. & 
O. R. R. Co., 22 I. C. C., 432, should 
be incorporated in western classifica- 
tion. (32) In instances where it is 
difficult to secure the actual weight 
of articles shipped, estim-ted weights 
per unit may be used. ne standard 
weights per unit must be fair and 
should be the result of careful investi- 
gation. The simplicity and ease of 
determination under this system are 
commendable. (33) Individual items 
considered in this report are so nu- 
merous and varied that no reference 
can be made to them in the head- 
notes. (34) It is expected that car- 
riers will revise No. 51 and direct the 
future development of classification 
in accordance with the views ex- 


pressed in this report; Jan. 4, p. 5. 


Clinton Manufacturers’ & Shippers’ As- 


sociation vs. Chicago & Alton R. R. Co. 
et al. No. 4964. Opinion No. 2336 
(27 I. C. C. Rep, p. 230). Submitted 
Dec. 17, 1912. Decided May 12, 1913. 
Rates on sugar and molasses from 
certain producing points in Louisiana 
to Clinton, Iowa, not found unjustly 
discriminatory as compared with the 
lower rates on such products from the 
same points of origin to Chicago, IIl.; 
June 21, p. 1306. 


Coke Producers’ Association of the Con- 


nellsville Region vs, Baltimore & Ohio 
R. R. Co. et al. No. 3854. Opinion 
No. 2324 (27 I. C. C. Rep, p. 125). 
Submitted Nov. 25, 1912. Decided 
May 29, 1913. Rates on coke in car- 
loads from the Connellsville produc- 
ing region of Pennsylvania to various 
destinations are attacked as unrea- 
sonable per se, unjustly discrimina- 
tory and unduly preferential. Held: 
(1) That the rates to Youngstown, 
Canton, Cleveland and Toledo, Ohio; 
North Cornwall, Robesonia, Reading 
and Philadelphia, Pa.; Baltimore, M4., 
and Newark, N. J., are unreasonable 
per se. (2) That the present re- 
lationship of rates as between the 
Connellsville district and the Fair- 
mont district in West Virginia is not 
unduly discriminatory against Con- 
nellsville or unduly preferential to 
Fairmont and must be maintained. 
(3) That participation by defendants 
in through rates from West Virginia 
and Tennessee fields, which yield 
lower earnings per ton-mile than their 
rates from the Connellsville field, is, 
under the conditions of competition 
between carriers which defendants 
cannot control, neither unduly dis- 
criminatory nor unduly preferential; 
June 21, p. 1348. 


Collingwood Brick Co. et al. vs. Pere 


Marquette Railroad Co. No. 4674 
Opinion No. 2273 (26 I. C. GC. Rep. p. 
572). Submitted March 6, 1913. De- 
cided April 7, 1913. Advanced rate on 
common brick in carloads between 
Toledo, O., and Detroit, Mich.. in 
either direction, found not to have 
been justified: April 26, p. 913. 


Consolidation Coal Co. vs. Baltimore & 


Ohio R. R. Co. et al. No. 3538. Opin- 
ion No. 2318 (27 I. C. C. Rep. p. 105). 
Submitted Jan. 6, 1913. Decided May 
12, 1913. Allegation that unreason- 
able charges result from the initial 
earrier’s failure to furnish cars of the 
capacity ordered by shipper not sus- 
tained: June 14, p. 1251. 


Corporation Commission of Oklahoma 


vs. Arkansas, Oklahoma & Western 
R. R. Co. et al. No. 4636. Opinion 
No. 2333 (27 I. C. C. Ren, p. 210). Sub- 
mitted Jan. 18, 1913. Decided June 3, 
1913. Rates on bags, bagging, cotton- 
bale ties and tie buckles from Gal- 
veston, Tex., to Oklahoma destina- 
tions found unreasonable and discrim- 


inatory and reasonable rates pre- 
sored for the future; June 21, p. 


Corporation Commission of Oklahoma 


vs. Abilene & Southern Railway Co. 
et al. No. 2983. Opinion No. 2259 (26 
I. C. C. Rep, p. 520). Submitted Jan. 
16, 1913. Decided March 11, 1913 In 
the original report the Commission 
found that defendants’ class and com- 
modity rates from Oklahoma inte 
Texas were unreasonable and unjustly 
discriminatory and held the case open 
for the parties to submit a proposed 
scale of class rates mutually satis- 
factory to them if such a scale be 
agreed upon in the conference which 
the Commission suggested they hold 
with that end in view. Complainant 
and the carriers have held such a 
conference, but have failed to agree. 
The Commission therefore prescribes 
reasonable maximum class rates here- 
in; April 19, p. 860. 


Corporation of the Cathedral of the In- 


carnation vs, Long Island Railroad Co. 
No. 4499. Opinion No. 2098 (25 I, C. C. 
Rep, p. 399). Submitted July 11, 1912. 
Decided Dec. 2, 1912. In taking ad- 
vantage of the low price of coal, com- 
plainant ordered at one time an un- 
usual quantity of coal for delivery 
upon its private siding. Due to lack 
of facilities for accommodating the 
unusual number of cars delivered 
under the above circumstances, cer- 
vain demurrage charges were as- 
sessed, which complainant alleges 
were unjust and unreasonable; Held: 
That the defendants cannot be re- 
quired to be at all times prepared tc 
furnish more than the reasonable 
facilities necessary for the usual 
amount of business done at a particu- 
lar point upon its line, and upon the 
facts in this case it cannot be said 
that such facilities were not fur- 
nished complainant. Complaint dis- 
missed; Jan. 11, p. 112. 


Davis Brothers’ Lumber Co., Limited, 


vs, Chicago, Rock Island & Southern 
Railway Co. et al. No. 4763. Opinion 
No. 2197 (I. C. C. Rep, p. 26), Sub- 
mitted Nov. 22, 1912. Decided Feb. 
10, 1913. From the facts of record; 
Held: That the rates on yellow-pine 
lumber in carloads from Ansley, Ber- 
nice, Dubach and Wyatt, La. to 
Louisville, Ky., of 25 cents, and to 
Cincinnati, Ohio, of 27 cents, are un- 
reasonable in and to the extent that 
they exceed 21 cents to Louisville and 
23 cents to Cincinnati, and that for 
the future the defendants should es- 
tablish joint rates from and to said 
points which are not in excess of the 
rates last named; March 8, p. 595. 


Davis Sewing Machine Co. vs. Pitts- 


burgh, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. 
Touis Railway Co. et al. No. 4087. 
Opinion No. 2202 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 
282). Submitted Nov. 9, 1912. De- 
cided Feb. 3, 1913. Complainant as- 
sails an advance in the rating from 
second class to first class made July 
1, 1910, on bicycles in carloads from 
Dayton, Ohio, to Chicago, Ill. Upon 
rehearing: Held: That defendants 
have justified the advanced rate. De- 
cision in 22 I. C. C., 292, reversed. 
Complaint dismissed; March 15. p. 620. 


DeCamp, A. P., as Lessee of St. Louis 


Blast Furnace Co., vs. Baltimore & 
Ohio et al. (see St. Louis Blast Fur- 
nace Co. vs. Louisville & Nashville 
et al.). 


Dewey Bros. Co. vs. Louisville, Hender- 


son & St. Louis Railway Co. et al. 
No. 4496. Opinion No, 2134. Sub- 
mitted May 1, 1912. Decided Jan. 7, 
1913. Rate of 21 cents per 100 pounds 
for the transportation of distillers’ 
dried grains in carloads from Stanley, 
Ky., to Akron, Ohio, found to have 
been unreasonable and unjustly dis- 
criminatory to the extent that it ex- 
ceeded 15 cents. Reparation awarded; 
Feb. 1, p. 311. 


Diarrond Crystal Salt Co. vs. Michigan 


Central Railroad Co. et al. Nos. 4559 
and 4559 (Sub-No. 1). Opinion No. 2238 
(26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 434). Submitted 
Dec, 31. 1912. Decided March 11, 1913. 
Complainant ships salt over a through 
route from St. Clair, Mich., to Savan- 
nah, Ga., and Jacksonville, Fla., the 
traffic moving by rail to Baltimore. 
Md., and thence via the Merchants &: 
Miners’ Transportation Co. by water 
to destination, on a through rate of 
29% cents per 100 pounds, of which 
15 cents is the separately established 
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eate of the water carrier applied to 
the through transportation. Upon pe- 
titions alleging the unreasonableness 
of the through rate and charges and 
asking for reparation; Held: That the 
through rate on salt from St. Clair to 
Savannah and Jacksonville via rai! 
to Baltimore and thence via water 
carrier to destination was, and is, un- 
just and unreasonable to the extent 
that the separately established rate of 
the water carrier applied to the 
through transportation, 15 cents per 
100 pounds, exceeds 12 cents per 100 
pounds. Reparation awarded; April 5, 
p. 775. 


Disher Hoop & Lumber Co. vs. St. Louis 


& San Francisco Railroad Co. et al. 
No. 4512. Opinion No. 2252 (26 I, C. 
C, Rep, p. 488). Submitted Feb. 19, 
1912. Decided March 5, 1913. Rate of 
6% cents per 100 pounds on coiled elm 
hoops from Chaffee, Mo., to Thebes 
Ill, found to be unreasonable to the 


extent that it exceeds a rate of 4 
cents. Reparation awarded; April 12, 
814. 


p. 
Dixie Cotton Oil Co. vs. St. Louis, Iron 


Mountain & Southern Ry. Co. et al. 
No. 4117. Opinion No. 2349 (27 I. C. 
C. Rep, p. 295). Submitted Nov. 13. 
1912. Decided June 9, 1913. A charge 
by defendants of $3 per car for 
switching service performed by the 
St. Louis Southwestern Railway Co. 
in transporting cars between its junc- 
tion with the St. Louis, Iron Moun- 
tain & Southern Railway Co.’s track 
and complainant’s plant in Argenta, 
Ark., not found to be unduly dis- 
criminatory. Complaint dismissed; 
June 21, p. 1399. 


Dubuque Shippers’ Association vs. Chi- 


Duhlmeier Bros. vs. 


Dumee, 


cago & North Western Railway Co, et 
al. No. 5149. Opinion No. 2270 (2¢ 
I. C. Cc. Rep, p. 565). Submitted Jan. 
16, 1913. Decided April 8, 1913. Com- 
plainant’s prayer is that defendants 
be required to forward a carload of 
package freight originating each day 
at Dubuque, Ia., without transfer at 
Galena, Ill, to destinations on line of 
Chicago & North Western Ry.. in 
Wisconsin. Upon consideration of the 
facts disclosed, complaint dismissed: 
April 26, p. 911. 

Pennsylvania Co. 
E Opinion No. 2301 (27 
I Cc. C. Rep, p. 4). Submitted Oct 
Decided April 8 1913. A 
ear of lumber reached Chicago via 
the line of the Pennsylvania Co. Com- 
plainant sent instructions for delivery 
of the car to agents of the Pittsburgh. 
Cincinnati, Chicago & St. Louis Ry. 
Co., which did not handle the ship- 
ment. Owing to delay in receipt of 
delivery instructions by the Pennsyl- 
vania Co. demurrage charges accrued 
which complainant seeks to recover. 
Although the Pittsburgh, Cincinnati. 
Chicago & St. Louis Ry. is one of a 
group of roads comprising the Penn- 
sylvania system, that line and thc« 
lines of the Pennsylvania Co. are sep- 
arately operated, file separate reports 
and tariffs, and are shown in railroad 
publications as distinct railway com- 
panies; Held: That notice to the 
Pittsburgh, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. 
Touis Ry. Co. was not notice to the 
Pennsylvania Co. and that demurrage 
charges were properly collected; May 
17, p. 1079. 

Son & Co. vs. Pennsylvania 
Railroad Co. Nos. 5024 and 5024 (Sub- 
No. 2). Dumee. Son & Co. vs. Phila- 
delphia & Reading Railway Co. Nos. 
5024 (Sub-No. 1) and 5024 (Sub-No 
3). Opinion No. 2142 (26 I. C. C. Rep 
p. 33). Submitted Dec. 13, 1912. De- 
cided Jan. 7. 1913. (1) Certain tariffs 
of defendants which reduce period of 
free time on cotton at the export 
piers at Philadelphia from 30 to 10 
davs on cotton originating at Phila- 
delphia, while no change is made in 
the present 30-day period accorded at 
the piers to cotton originating else- 
where than Philadelphia, not found, 
upon the facts shown, to subject com- 
plainant or the city of Philadelphia 
to undue prejudice or disadvantage 
Complaint dismissed. (2) Comoplain- 


ant ships its cotton locally to Phila- 
delphia, there sorts out the damaged 
cotton and reships the remainder from 
original station of receipt in Philadel- 
phia to defendants’ piers for export: 
Held: That the shipment to the oriei- 
nal Philadelphia station is 


local in 


Fegerss-O’Flyne_ vs. 


character and subject to local storage 
regulations; Feb. 8, p. 366. 


Dupont, E. I., de Nemours Powder Co. 


vs. Pennsylvania Railroad Co. et al. 
No. 2732. Opinion No. 2311 (27 I. C. C. 
Rep, p. 59). Submitted Dec. 8, 1909. 
Decided May 6, 1913. The shipment 
here involved having been delivered 
to the consignee on June 18, 1907, the 
complaint, filed on July 15, 1909, is 
dismissed upon the authority of Blinn 
Lumber Co, vs. S. P. Co., 18 I, C. C., 
430; May 31, p. 1164. 


Echols, W. J., & Co et al. vs. Atchison, 


Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Co. et al. 
No. 5209. Opinion No. 2164 (26 I. C. 
C. Rep, p. 110). Submitted Dec, 14, 
1912. Decided Feb. 3, 1913. Rates for 
the transportation of sugar in car- 
loads via sea-and-rail routes froin 
points in Atlantic seaboard territory 
to Fort Smith, Ark., found to be un- 
just and unreasonable. Lower rates 
prescribed for the future; Feb. 22, 
480. 


Edelsten, W. Nelson, vs. Pennsylvania 


Railroad Co. et al. No. 5056. Opinion 
No. 220 (26 I. C. C. Rep. p. 359). Sub- 
mitted Dec. 2, 1912. Decided March 
11, 1913. Complainant purchased a 
mileage ticket entitling the bearer to 
1,000 miles of transportation over the 
lines of the defendants, which ticket 
was destroyed by accident after cou- 
pons representing 200 miles’ travel 
had been used. Defendants refused 
to make refund or allowance for the 
unused portion of the ticket because 
it was sold at a reduced rate, and one 
of its conditions was that if it should 
be lost, mislaid or stolen, no refund 
would be made. This regulation not 
appearing to be unreasonable, com- 
plaint dismissed; April 5, p. 748. 


Edgar, W. H., & Son vs. Louisville & 


Nashville Railroad Co. et al. No. 4991. 
Opinion No. 2183 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 
181). Submitted Oct. 18, 1912. De- 
cided Jan. 6, 1913. (1) Defendants’ 
rates for the transportation of beet 
sugar in carloads from Cincinnati, O., 
to Knoxville and Chattanooga, Tenn., 
as compared with the rates on such 
commodity in which defendants par- 
ticipate from competing markets to 
such destinations, found unreasonable. 
(2) In the present relation of rates on 
beet sugar to Knoxville and Chatta- 
nooga, as between Cincinnati on the 
one hand and New York. Philadel- 
phia, Baltimore and New Orleans on 
the other hand, there is undoubtedly a 
preference in favor of the latter 
points that is undue and a discrimi- 
nation against shippers from Cincin- 
nati and through Cincinnati from 
points in Ohio and Michigan that is 
unjust and unlawful. (3) As com- 
pared with the hauls rrom Baltimore 
and New Orleans, the through 
charges on beet sugar from complain- 
ant’s factories in Ohio and Michigan 
to Knoxville and Chattanooga mani- 
festly work an unjust discrimination 
against them that must be corrected 
and as that part of such through 
charges that accrues to the defendant 
lines south of the Ohio River is the 
seat of the trouble, those carriers are 
expected at once to readjust the rate 
situation in conformity with the views 
+ errata in the report; March 8, p. 
Chicago Great 
Western R, R. Co. et al. No. 5183 
Opinion No. 2346 (27 I. C. C. Rep. p. 
289). Submitted Feb. 4, 1913. De- 
cided June 3, 1913. First-class rating 
on giazed or surface-coated paper in 
less than carloads from Chicago. III. 
end Mississippi River crossings to 
Omaha, Neb., found to be unreasona- 
ble and third-class rating prescribed 
for future; June 28, p. 1393. 


Esson Granite Co. et al. vs. Southern 


Railway Co. et al. No. 4950. Opinion 
No. 2241 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p.° 449) 
Submitted Oct. 30, 1912. Decided 


March 11, 1913. Between June 24 and 
July 2, 1909, complainants shipped 42 
C L of granite vavine blocks from 
Granite Quarry, N. C., to Chicago, III. 
upon which the defendants charged a 
joint rate of $3.30 per net ton. The 
intention of the carriers was to reduce 
this rate to $3.10 per ton, effective 
June 24. but the reduction was not 
accomplished until July 3. Upon a pe- 
tition alleging that the rate of $3.26 
per ton from Granite Quarry to Chi- 
cago was excessive, uniust, unreason- 


Fort Smith Ark vs Santa Fe. 


Fourth Section Application, 


Fourth Section Application, 








able and subjected the complainants 
to undue and unreasonable prejudice 
and disadvantage; Held: That the 
mere agreement of the parties with re- 
spect to a rate, or the mere subse- 
quent reduction of a rate is not suffi- 
cient ground for a finding of unreas- 
onableness or undue prejudice and 
discrimination; case dismissed; April 
12, p. 804. 


Evens & Howard Fire Brick Co. vs. 


Wabash Railroad Co. No. 4702 Opin- 
ion No. 2176 (26 I. C. C, Rep, p. 152). 
Submitted Sept. 1, 1912. Decided Feb. 
3, 1913. Alleged excessive charges on 
carload shipment of fire brick from 
St. Louis, Mo., to Detroit, Mich., 
found to be due to complainant’s er- 
or in making out shipping ticket. 
Complaint dismissed; March 1, p. 526. 


Federal Chemical Co. vs. Louisville & 


Nashville et al.; April 5, p. 769. 


Follmer, C. C., vs, Canadian Pacific 
Railway Co. et al. No. 3688. Opinion 
No. 2257 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 512). 
Submitted June 26, 1911. Decided 


March 56, 1913. Charges collected by 
defendants for transportation of a 
earload of shingles from Abbottsford, 
Britsh Columbia, to Rochester N. Y., 
found to have been unreasonable. 
Reparation awarded; April 12, p. 823. 


Ford Manufacturing Co. vs. Illinois Cen- 


tral Railroad Co, et al. No. 4446. 
Opinion No. 2106 (25 I. C. C. Rep, p. 
432). Submitted April 26, 1912. 
Decided December 2, 1912. Rate 


of 22% cents per 100 pounds for the 
transportation of roofing paper from 
Vandalia, Ill, to Toronto, Can., not 
found to be unreasonable. Complaint 
dismissed; Jan. 11, p. 124. 

(See 
Board of Improvement, etc. vs same). 
Philadel- 
phia, Baltimore & Washington et al. 
(See Gillis & Son. B L.., vs same). 
Louisville 
& Nashville. (See Fourth Section Ap- 
plication, Southern). 


Fourth Section Application in the South- 


ern Railway Co Fourth Section Appli- 
cation in re Louisville & Nashville 
Railroad Co. Nos 1548 and 1952. 
Opinion No 2101 (I C C Rep, 25). Sub- 
mitted Nov 30, 1912. Decided Dec. 
10, 1912. Applications to continue to 
disregard the Fourth Section from 
points upon the Cumberland Valley 
division and the Clear Fork branch of 
the Louisville & Nashville Railroad 
Company, and from points upon the 
Clear Fork branch of the Southern 
Railway Co. to the Buffalo-Pittsburgh 
territory, via Cincinnati, denied: but 
with reference to the _ circuitous 
routes via Norton and Knoxville no 
order will now be made, pending read- 
justment via the short-line routes; 
Jan 11, p 116. 


Freight Bureau of Chamber of Com- 


merce of Macon, Ga., vs. Cincinnati, 
New Orleans & Texas Pacific Ry 
Co. et al. No. 5227. Opinion No. 
2343 (27 I. C. C. Rep. p. 263). Sub- 
mitted May 5, 1913. Decided June 5, 
1913. Complainant alleges that in the 
transportation of leather in various 
forms from Cincinnati. Ohio, and va- 
rious other points to Macon, Ga., Ma- 
con is discriminated against by the 
maintenance of differentials over At- 
lanta, Ga., of 27 cents per 100 pounds 
in less than carloads and 13 cents in 
carloads. Held: That the present 
rates in effect to Macon are discrimi- 
natory and that for the future rates 
be established based upon a differen- 
tial of 3 cents over Atlanta on less- 
than-carload shipments and 2 cents on 
carload shipments, which are the dif- 
ferentials above Atlanta on second 
class in less than carloads and fourth 
class in carloads, under which leather 
is rated when no commodity rates 
are in effect; June 28, p. 1390. 


French Paper Co et al vs Michigan Cen- 


tral Railroad Co et al. Fourth Sec- 
tion Application No 554. No. 4737. 
Opinion 2087 (25 I C C Rep. p 364). 
Submitted July 23. 1912. Decided Dec. 
2. 1912. Rate of $1.90 per net ton on - 
bituminous coal from points in West 
Virginia to Niles, Mich... not shown 
to have been unreasonable. Com- 
plaint dismissed: Jan 4, p 64. 


Fullerton Lumber & Shingle Co Itd, vs 


Bellingham Bay & British Columbia 
Railroad Co et al. No 4332. Opinion 
No 2093 (25 I C C Rep. p 376). Sub- 
mitted Feb. 19, 1912. Decided Dec. 2, 
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1912. (1) Unjust discrimination, if 
any, in combination rates charged for 
the transportation of lumber from 
points in Washington to points in 
Canada exists wholly as to the rates 
for transportation in Canadian terri- 
tory, over which this Commission has 
no jurisdiction. (2) Joint rates com- 
plained of not found to be unreason- 
able; Jan 11, p 111. 

Galveston Wharf Case. No 4033. Opin- 
ion No 2199 (26 I C C Rep, p 695). 
Submitted Feb 7, 1913. Decided April 
15, 1913. On the facts adduced upon 
the supplemental hearing; Held, That 
the services rendered and the facili- 
ties furnished by the Texas City Ter- 
minal Co at the port of Texas City, 
Tex., are substantially greater than 
the services rendered and the facilities 
furnished by the Galveston Wharf Co 
at the port of Galveston; on the rec- 
ord the allowance to be paid by the 
bay lines to the terminal company at 
Texas City is fixed at $3.50 per 
loaded car; May 17, p 1071. 

Gillis & Son, B L et al vs Philadelphia, 
Baltimore & Washington Railroad Co 
et al. Fourth Section Application No 
1625. No 4002. Opinion No 2149. 
we t..¢ ¢& Bees & . Gee Sub- 
mitted Dec. 6, 1911. Decided Jan. 
13, 1913. (1) Rate of 10 cents per 100 
pounds for the transportation of sugar 
in carloads from Philadelphia, Pa., to 
Salisbury, Md., not found unreason- 
able. Complaint dismissed. (2) The 
maintenance of a lower rate for the 
transportation of sugar in carloads 
from Philadelphia, Pa., to Norfolk, 
Va., than to Salisbury, Md., found to 
be justified because of water competi- 
tion, and carriers relieved from provi- 
sions of the Fourth Section of the 
Act; Feb 15, p 418. 

Gilmore & Co, Thomas W, et al vs 
Chicago & Northwestern Railway Co 
et al. No 4705. Opinion No 2100 (25 
I C C Rep, p 403). Submitted Oct 26, 
1912. Decided Dec 10, 1912. On car- 
load shipments of bituminous coal to 
the complainants at Rose Hill, Ill, a 
station in Cook County, the freight 
charge is 20 cents per net ton in ex- 
cess of the charge for similar trans- 
portation to Ravenswood, IIl., a point 
in the Chicago switching district for 
the Chicago & North Western Rail- 
way. On anthracite coal the charge 
tc Rose Hill is i0 cents per ton greater 
than to Ravenswood; Held, That this 
rate situation subjects the complain- 
ants to unjust discrimination ana 
Rose Hill to undue and unreasonable 
prejudice and disadvantage, and that 
for the future the defendants shall 
not require the payment for the in- 
terstate transportation of coal in car- 
loads to Rose Hill of a charge in 
excess. of 5 cents per net ton over the 
charge for similar transportation to 
Ravenswood; Jan 11, p 114. 

Goldfield Consolidated Miiling & Trans- 
portation Co vs Atchison, Topeka & 
Santa Fe Railway Co et al. No 5062. 
(Sub-No 1.) Tonopah Belmont De- 
velopment Co vs Same. Nos 5062 and 
5062 (Sub No 2) Opinion No 2271 (26 



























































I C C Rep, p 567). Submitted Nov. 
26, 1912. Decided April 8, 1913. Rates 
charged for the transportation of 


cyanide of potassium in carloads from 
Sai Diego, Cal., to Goldfield, Tonopah 
ind Millers, Nev., not shown to be 
unreasonable. Complaints dismissed; 
April 26. p 911. 

Goldfield Consolidated Milling & Trans- 
portation Co vs Chicago & Erie Rail- 
road Co et al. No 5064. Opinion Ne 
.281 (26 I C C Rep, p 605). Submitted 
Nov. 30, 1912. Decided April 8, 1913. 
Charges for the transportation of a 
earload of steel window sash from 
Youngstown, Ohio., to Goldfield, Nev.. 
at a combination through rate based 
on Sacramento, Cal., found unreason- 
able to the extent that the portion of 
the through rate from Sacramento to 
Goldfield exceeded the rate contem- 
poraneously in effect from and to the 
same points on wooden window sash 
in carloads. Reparation awarded; 
May 3, p 968. 

Goodman Manufacturing Co vs Pennsyl- 
vania Railroad Co et al. No 4983. 
Opinion No 2235 (26 I C C Rep, p 423). 
Submitted Dec. 14, 1912. Decided 
March 11, 1913. In the absence of a 
joint through rate a shipment of ma- 
chinery from Ridgway. Pa., to Rent- 
chler, Ill., was forwarded via a route 
taking a combination rate higher than 


Harlow, Leo P., Trustee, vs Washington 

























































that applicable through another prac- 
tical and recognized gateway. Initial 
carrier held responsible for misrout- 
a Reparation awarded; April 5, p 

Greenbaum Co, S J, vs Chesapeake & 
Ohio Railway Co et al. Fourth Sec- 
tion Application No 1952. No 4695. 
Opinion No 208 (25 I C C Rep, p 
352). Submitted Nov. 16, 1912. De- 
cided Dec. 2, 1912. Rates on distill- 
ers’ dried grain in carloads from Mid- 
way, Ky., to Norfolk or Newport 
News, Va., when for export, found to 
be unduly discriminatory as compared 
with rates on same commodity to 
same destination from Louisville, Ky.; 
Jan 4, p 62. 
Southern Railway Co. No 4831. Opin- 
fon No 2256 (26 I C C Rep, p 511). 
Submitted Oct. 30, 1912. Decided 
March 5, 1913. Demurrage charges 
that accrued on certain shipments 
prior to the surrender of ‘‘order- 
notify” bills of lading were collected 
in acocrdance with the published 
ae Complaint dismissed; April 12, 
p 822. 

Highland Park Manufacturing Co vs 
Southern Railway Co. No 458. 
Opinion No 2152 (26 I C C Rep. p 67). 


Submitted April 12, 1912. Decided 
Jan, 13, 1913. Lawful rates, according 
to published tariffs, found t» have 


been charged on shipments of cotton- 
seed from Charlotte and Pineville, 
N. C., to Rock Hill, S. C. Allegation 
of unreasonableness not sustained. 
complaint dismissed; Feb 15, p 419. 

Hill, Preston L., vs Pennsylvania Rail- 
road Co et al. No 4500. Opinion No 
2119 (25 I C C Rep, p 650). Submitted 
Nov. 7, 1912. Decided Jan. 7, 1913. 
Carrier’s tariff did not provide for ad- 
justment of charges on a “‘punch-can- 
celation’”’ commutation ticket lost by 
the owner, but such ticket was sub- 
ject to condiitons which would not 
entitle him to receive redemption 
money on account of loss; Held, That 
the failure of defendants to provide in 
their tariffs for the payment of re- 
demption money on account of loss 
and unrecovered commutation tickel 
of the ‘“‘punch-cancelation’’ variety 
was not unreasonable. Reparation 
denied: Feb 1, p 294. 

Hirsch, Cal, & Sons’ Iron & Rail Co vs 
Washington, Baltimore & Annapolis 


Electric Railroad Co et al. No 4948. 
Opinion No. 2249 (26 I C C Rep. 
p 480). Submitted Jan. 16, 1913 
Decided March 11, 1913. Rate of 


77% cents per 100 pounds on less- 
than-carload shipment of school desks 
and other articles from Annapolis, 
Md., to East St. Louis, Ill., not shown 
to have been unreasonable. Complaint 
dismissed; April 12, p $10. 

Hormel, Geo. A., & Co vs Chicago, Mil- 
waukee & St Paul Railway Co et al 


No 4817. Opinion No 2165 (241CC 
Rep, p_ 112). Submitted Nov 18 
1912. Decided Feb. 3, 1913 Rates 


on fresh meat and packing-houss 
products from Austin. Minn., to Chi- 
cago, Ill., found to be unreasonable 
and unjustly discriminatory, and rea- 
sonable rates prescribed for the fu- 
ome. Reparation awarded: Feb 22, p 
Indianapolis Freight Bureau vs Cleve- 
land, Cincinnati, Chicago & St Louis 
Railway Co et al. No 4756. Opinion 
No 2148 (26 I C C Rep, p 53). Sub- 
mitted Oct. 4, 1912. Decided Jan. 6, 
1913. (1) The tariffs of the lines 
south of the Ohio River provide that 
proportional or shrinkage rates will 
not be applied on shipments of grain 
wr grain products on which milling-in- 
transit privileges have been accorded 
at points north of the Ohio River and 
east of the Illinois-Indiana state line. 
Upon complaint of millers and grain 
dealers at Indianapolis and other In- 
diana points that these tariff provi- 
sions discriminate unjustly against 
them in favor more particularly of 
the millers and dealers at the upper 
crossings of the Ohio River: Held, 
That the Commisison sees no reason- 
able or logical grounds upon which 
there may be denied to Indianapolis 
and other Indiana points the full use 
at the same aggregate through charge 
of the privileges which are accorded 
to all other points on the same route 
(2) The objection of the grain dealers 
of Louisville to any modification of 
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*he present tariffs on the ground that 
transit at Indianapolis has not been 
well policed, and on the _ further 
ground that the upper crosisngs have 
no other market for grains than the 
southeast while Indianapolis has the 
eastern as well as the Virginia and 
Carolina territory, is not sustained. 
(3) The Commisison has never recog- 
nized the right of a carrier to fix its 
rates to or from a given point on a 
higher level than they otherwise 
should be, in order to prevent one 
community from competing with an- 
other, or to keep the products of one 
community out of a territory, the 
wants of which may be fully supplied 
by another community. (4) The con- 
tention of the carriers south of the 
Ohio River that if this discrimination 
is withdrawn, the traffic moving 
through the upper crossings will be 
unduiy increased and the present 
equalization of all the crosings broken 
up, is without merit. (5) Rosen- 
baum vs L & N RR OCo, 22 IC C 62, 
distinguished; Feb 15, p 415. 

Inland Steel Co. vs. Pittsburgh & Lake 
me et al. (See Wisconsin Steel Co., 
etc. 

In the Matter of the Investigation and 
Susvension of Advance in Rate by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Asphalt and Asphaltum from Points 
in Kansas .o St Louis, Mo. and Other 


Points. I & S$ Docket No 175. Gpin- 
ion No 2284 (26 I C C Rep, p 614). 
Submitted March 6, 1913. Decided 


April 7, 1912. Submitted March 6, 
1913. Despondents having failed to 
justify advances in the rates in con- 
troversy: Held, That the advances 
are unreasonable; May 3, p 971. 

In the Matter of Dimensions of Bag- 
gage. I & S Docket No 122. Opinion 
No 2205 (26 I C C Rep, p 292). Sub- 
mitted Jan. 24, 1913. Decided March 
8, 1913. Tariffs proposing extra 
charges upon, and the exclusion 
of, pieces of baggage exceeding cer- 
tain dimensions were suspended by 
the Commisison. After investigation, 
Held: (1) That carriers may rea- 
sonably provide for an extra charge 
for the transportation of pieces of 
personal or sample baggage, excepting 
whips in cases, having dimension or 
dimensions, exceeding 45 inches, such 
charge per inch in excess of 45 inches 
not to exceed the charge for 5 pounds 
of excess baggage. (2) That respond- 
ents must provide for the acceptance 
for checking as baggage, whips in 
flexible cases not exceeding 90 inches 
in length nor 12 inches in diameter 
at the base nor 100 pounds in weight. 
(3) That carriers may reasonably 
provide that a piece of baggage ex- 
ceeding 72 inches in any dimension 
will not be accepted for checking. 
(4) That upon notice of not less than 
one year carriers may provide that 
trunks or other rigid containers with 
more than 2 bulging sides, or with 2 
bulging sides that are not opposite 
to each other, will not be accepted 
for checking as baggage. (5) That 
earriers’ definition of sample baggage 
should permit including therein sales- 
men’s catalogues. (6) That where 
the charges for excess weight and 
excess dimensions do not exceed the 
minimum charge, the single minimum 
charge shall apply; March 22, p 657. 

In the Matter of the Investigation and 
Suspension of Advances in Rates bv 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Brick from Brickland, N. M., to Sta- 
tions in the State of Arizona. I &S 
Docket No. 102 Onvinion No 2138 (26 
I C C Rep. p 8.) Submitted Aug. 16, 
1912. Decided Jan. 14, 1913. Pro- 
posed advance in rates on brick from 
Brickland, N. M.. to points on the line 
of the Southern Pacific in Arizona not 
found to be unreasonable or unduly 
discriminatory. Order of suspension 
vacated: Feb 8, p 355. 

In the Matter of the Investigation and 
Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Building Brick and Other Articles in 
Carloads from Orchard Park and 
Jewettville. N. Y.. to Canadian Points. 
I & S Docket No 96. Opinion No 2169. 
Submitted Oct. 25. 1912. Decided Feb 
3, 1913. (1) The decision of the Com- 
mission in the Stowe-Fuller case, 12 T 
C C, 213. to the effect that various 
grades of brick should take the same 
rate, has no application to common 
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brick. (2) Proposed increased rates 
on common or building brick from 
Orchard Park and Jewettville, N. Y., 
to Canadian points not shown to be 
reasonable, and tariffs under suspen- 
sion required to be withdrawn; Feb 


22, p 485. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Cantaloupes, Potatoes, and Other 
Fruits and Vegetables, from Ruston, 
La., and Other Points to Chicago, I11., 
and Other Points. I & S Docket No 
131. Opinion No 2161 (26 I C C Rep, 
p 101). Submitted Jan. 15, 1913. De- 
cided Feb. 3, 1913. Proposed ad- 


vanced rates on cantaloupes, potatoes | 


and other fruit and vegetables from 
Ruston, La., and other points to Chi- 


ecazo, Ii, and other points, found to 
be reasonable. Order of suspension 
vacated: Feb 2. p 477. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


In 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Cement Paving or Roofing, and Other 
Commodities in Carloads from Chi- 
cago, Ill, Milwaukee, Wis., and Other 
Points to Destinations in South and 
North Dakota, Montana, and Other 
States. I & S Docket No 147. Opin- 
ion No 2129 (26 I C C Rep, p 11). 
Submitted Dec. 14, 1912. Decided Jan. 
13, 1913. Order of suspension against 
proposed advances in rates on asphai- 
tic pitch, tar, cement, and other 
roofing and paving materials vacated 
upon understanding that certain ready 
justments of through rates, now 
higher than intermediate locals, will 
be made as agreed to by carriers at 
the hearing: Feb 8, p 357. 

the Matter of Cement Rates from 
Nazareth, Pa. I. & S. Docket No. 212 
Opinion No. 2297 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 
687). Submitted March 17. 1913. De- 
cided April 14, 1913. (1) The Commis- 
sion will not, for the purpose of in- 
directly influencing intrastate rates, 
prevent increase of an interstate rate 
on which no tonnage moves, to a 
basis in harmony with like rates in 
the same region. (2) Proposed ad- 
vance in joint rate on cement, Naza- 
reth, Pa.. group to Phillipsburg, N. J.. 
found to have been justified. Order of 
suspension will be vacated; May 17, p 
1070. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Coal in Carloads from Hillsboro and 
Other Points in Illinois to Davenport 
Ta., and Other Destinations in Tllinois 
and Iowa. TI. & S. Docket No. 149 
In the Matter of the Investigation 
and Suspension of Advances in Rates 
by Carriers for the Transportation of 
Coal in Carloads from Edwardsville 
and Other Points in Tllinois to Dav- 
enport, Ia., and Other Points. L. &S 
Docket No. 149-A. Opinion No. 2173 
(26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 140). Submitted 
Jan. 9, 1913. Decided Feb. 4. 1913 
Proposed advances in the rates on 
soft coal in carloads from Hillsboro 
Edwardsville and other points in Tlli- 
nois to Davenport and Bettendorf 
Towa, found not to be justified: March 
1, p. 522. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Soft Coal and Soft Coal Briquettes 
from Southern Tllinois Mines to Sta- 
tions Located on the Gould South- 
western Railway in Arkansas. I. & S. 
Docket No. 159. Opinion No. 2171 (26 
I. Cc. C. Rep, p. 135). Submitted Jan. 
23. 1913. Decided Feb. 3, 1913. Re- 
spondents propose to cancel joint 
rates on soft coal and soft coal bri- 
quettes from southern Illinois mines 
to stations located on the Gould 
Southwestern Railwav in Arkansas, 
and to apply in lieu thereof combina 
tion rates which are from 10 to 50 


cents per ton higher: Held: That the 
increased rates resulting from the 
proposed schedule have not been 


justified and that the susvended tariff 
should be withdrawn: Feb. 22, p. 488. 


In the Matter of-the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Coal and Coke in Carloads from 
Points on the Louisville & Nashville 
Railroad to Points on the Cleveland, 
Cincinnati. Chicago & St. Louis Rail- 
way and Other Destinations. I. & S. 





In 


215). 


Opinion No. 2141 (26 
I. C. C. Rep, p, 20). Submitted Dec. 
15, 1912. Decided Jan. 7, 1913. (1) De- 
fendants found not to have sustained 
the burden cast upon them by law to 
show the reasonableness of proposed 
increased rates from Appalachia and 
the St. Charles districts in Virginia 
on coal to the Ohio River and to 
points north and south thereof, and 
on coke to points north of the Ohio 
River. Tariffs naming such increased 
rates ordered withdrawn and present 
rates, which are found to be reason- 
able, ordered continued for the full 
statutory period. (2) Neither the 
equities of the shippers nor the intent 
or motive actuating a carrier or car- 
riers in prescribing an advance in 
freight rates has any bearing upon 
the reasonableness of the increased 
rates. (3) The reasonableness of 


Docket No. 71. 


rates cannot be determined by cate- 
gorical answers.—I. C. C. vs. U. P. R. 
Co., 222 U. S., 541, 549. (4) Where 


two routes are available it is unfair to 
consider only the cost via the more 
expensive route, and when such high- 
er cost is due to betterments and im- 
provements under way, the expendi- 
tures for which were undoubtedly 
made to reduce the cost of operating, 
such cost figures are not representa- 
tive. (5) Traffic moving during a given 
year should not be made to bear the 
entire cost of permanent improve- 
ments and betterments. (6) Anything 
above the out-of-pocket cost of hand- 
ling is a contribution to general ex- 
penses and to that extent relieves rath- 
er than burdens other traffic. While 
cost is an important element in deter- 
mining the reasonableness of freight 
rates, it is not controlling, and a rea- 
sonable maximum rate is not ipso facto 
only such a rate as pays a fixed distrib- 
utive share of all operating expenses. 
So long as freight is classified this 
cannot be, and the preservation of 
that classification calls for the exer- 
cise of ‘‘the flexible limit of judgment 
which belongs to the power to fix 
rates.’’—206 U. S., 26. (7) The portion 
of the Cumberland Valley division 
east of Middlesboro is not in as effi- 
cient condition as the portion west, 
because for ten years it has remained 
substantially unimproved. If the car- 
rier, for reasons of its own, does not 
see proper to make the character of 
improvements that will reduce the 
cost of operation, it hardly lies with it 
then to claim that it may raise the 
rates because ihe cost approaches or 
overtakes the revenue. (8) The ex- 
pense incurred in originating traffic is 
a necessary incident to transportation 
and a condition precedent to the prof- 
itable operation of the line as a 
whole. If a particular system of ac- 
counting does not assign to the origi- 
nating branch a_ sufficient amount 
to offset its expenses, the fact that 
the branch then shows a loss is no 
justification for increasing the joint 
through rate. (9) The reasonableness 
of increased joint rates cannot be 
proved by showing that the revenue 
accruing to the initial line under its 
divisions of the old rates was insuffi- 
cient to cover the cost of handling 
the traffic; Feb. 8, p. 360. 


the Matter of the Investigation and 
Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Coal from Dawson, N. M.. to Certain 
Stations Located on the Wichita Falls 
& Northwestern Railway. ». 
Docket No. 121. In the Matter of the 
Investigation and Suspension of Ad- 
vances in Rates bv Carriers for the 
Transportation of Soft Coal and Coke 
in Carloads from Points in New Mex- 
ico on the St. Louis, Rocky Mountain 
& Pacific Railway to Stations in Ok- 
lahoma and Texas on the Wichita 
alls & Northwestern Railway of 
Texas and Wichita Falls & Southern 
Railway. I. & S. Docket No. 132. In 
the Matter of the Investigation and 
Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Soft Coal in Carloads from Mines in 
Colorado to Stations in Oklahoma 
and Texas Located on the Wichita 
Falls & Northwestern Railway, Wich- 
ita Falls & Northwestern Railway of 
Texas and Wichita Falls & Southern 
Railway. I. & S. Docket No. 132-A 
Ovinion No. 2191 (26 T. C. C. Rep. p 
Submitted No. 9, 1912. Decided 


Feb. 4, 1913. Respondents propose to 
eliminate all joint rates on coal from 
mines in Colorado and New Mexico to 
points in Oklahoma and Texas on the 
Wichita Falls & Northwestern Rail- 
way and allied lines; the avowed pur- 
pose of the proposed cancellation is 
to exterminate the western coal traffic 
and force the consumers on the 
Wichita Falls system to use coal 
from the Oklahoma fields; Held: That 
the lines of a carrier cannot be oper- 
ated solely with a view to increasing 
their revenues and fostering indus- 
tries reached by them without regard 
to the interests of their patrons ex- 
cept when such interests further their 
purpose. The schedules under sus- 
pension should be withdrawn: March 
8, p. 579. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Advances in Rates by 
Transportation of 
Soft Coal in Carloads from Illinois 
Mines to Clinton, Ia., and Other 
Points on the Chicago, Burlington & 
Quincy Railroad. I. & S. Docket Nos. 
92 and 92-A. Opinion No. 2182 (26 
I, C. C. Rep, p. 179). Submitted Jan. 
9, 1913. Decided Feb. 4, 1913. Pro- 
posed advances in the rates on sof: 
coal in carloads from certain mines in 
Illinois to Clinton and Lyons, Ia., 
— not to be justified; March 1, p. 
531. 


Suspension of 
Carriers for the 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Coal from Mines on the Stony Fork 
Branch of the Louisville & Nashville 
Railroad to Various Destinations. I. 
& S. Docket No. 104. Opinion No. 


2180 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 168). Sub- 
mitted Jan. 8, 1913. Decided Feb. 10, 
1913. Rate schedules under suspen- 
sion contained in supplements Nos 


7 and § to Southern Railway’s I. C. C. 
No. A4500, propose to cancel joint 
rates on coal from points on the Stony 


Fork Branch of the Louisville & 
Nashville Railroad to southeastern 
territory. The purpose of the pro- 


posed change is to relieve the Louis- 
ville & Nashville of the responsibility 
of initial carrier and of furnishing 
cars; Held: (1) The movement from 
Stony Fork branch points to Middles- 
boro is a line haul and not a switch- 
ing movement. The charge of the 
Louisville & Nashville Railroad Co. 
for its part of the haul is not sueh as 
may be absorbed by ae switching 
charge by the Southern Railway. (2) 
The carrier upon whose line shippers 
are located is legally responsible for 
furnishing transportation facilities. 
(3) The proposed cancellation of joint 
rates would place Stony Fork branch 
mines at an undue disadvantage as 
compared with competing mines sit- 
uated on the Cumberland Vallev di- 
vision of the Louisville & Nashville 
Railroad. (4) Suspension is made per- 
manent: March 8, p. 569. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Coal in Carloads from Mines in Towa 
to Stations in South Dakota, North 
Dakota and Montana. TI. & S. Docket 
No. 136. Opinion No. 2174 (26 T. C. C. 
Rep. p. 144). Submitted Nov. 23, 1912. 
Decided Feb. 10, 1913. Respondents 
having failed to justify advances in 
the rates in controversy: Held: That 
the advances are unreasonable: March 
1, p. 523. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of New Regulations and 
Practices Governing the Switching of 
Coal and Coke in Carloads from Con- 
necting Carriers Destined to Certain 
Points on the Chicago, Milwaukee & 
St. Paul Railwav. Located Within the 
Limits of the Chicago Switching Dis- 
trict. I. & S. Docket No. 196. Opin- 
fon No. 2314 (27 I. C. C. Rep, p. 71). 


Submitted April 17. 1913. Decided 
May 5, 1913. (1) Coal consigned to 
stations on the Chicago, Milwaukee 


& St. Paul Ry. in Chicago is delivered 


to that carrier at Galewood. a station~ 


on its rails within the switchine limits 
of Chicago. Heretofore the Chicago, 
Milwaukee & St. Paul has received 
for its service from Galewood $4 per 
ear out of the joint rate from the 
mines, plus 10 cents per ton on all ex- 
cess over a given weight from the 
shipper. It now demands 20 cents per 
ton. The carriers to Chicago contend 
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that they cannot afford to absorb the 
additional amount over the present $4 
per car, and accordingly filed tariffs 
in cancellation of the joint rates, 
leaving the shipper to pay the Chi- 
cago rate plus the 20 cents per ton 
now demanded by the Milwaukee, 
minus, however, the $4 per car which 
the carriers from the mines are 
willing to continue to absorb; 
Held: That the resulting advance 
in the rate to the shipper is not 
justified and the proposed tariffs 
should be canceled. (2) Switching 
conditions in Chicago leading up to 
the establishment of the present basis 
of charges and absorptions in the 
Chicago switching district, as pub- 
lished in the Lowrey tariff, discussed; 
June 7, p. 1202. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Class 
Rates from Points in Pennsylvania 
and New York to St. Paul, Minn., and 
Other Destinations. I. & S. Docket 
Nos. 112 and 112-A. Opinion No. 2292 
(26 I. C. Cc. Rep, p. 669). Submitted 
Jan. 10, 1913. Decided April 15, 1913. 
(1) Advances in lake-and-rail class 
rates from points in trunk-line terri- 
tory to the Northwest through the 
Lake Superior ports found not to have 
been justified. (2) Carriers’ conten- 
tion that they are relieved of the bur- 
den of proof because the proposed 
rates, while advances over those now 
in effect, are on a lower level than 
were in effect on Jan. 1, 1910, not sus- 
tained; May 3, p. 980. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances and Class and 
Commodity Rates by Carriers operat- 
ing Between Stations in the States of 
Missouri, Kansas and Nebraska. I. & 
S. Docket No. 176. Opinion No. 2099 
(25 I. C. C, Rep, p. 401). Submitted 
Nov. 30, 1912. Decided Dec. 10, 1912. 
Rates between points upon the Joplin 
branch of the Missouri Pacific Rail- 
way Co. and points upon its North- 
ern and Virginia branches may be 
constructed by combination in the 
same manner as from points upon its 
line between Kansas City and St. 
Louis. Order of suspension vacated 
and the suspended tariffs allowed to 
become effective; Jan. 11, p. 113. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances and Class and 
Commodity Rates by Carriers from 
Western Points to Stations in Rhade 
Island, Located on the Line of the 
Rhode Island Co. I. & S. Docket No. 
183. Opinion No. 2147 (26 I. C. C. Rep, 
p. 51). Submitted Jan. 2. 1913. De- 
cided Jan. 13, 1913. The through 
routes and joint rates now in effect 
from western points of origin to sta- 
tions on the line of the Rhode Island 
Co. should be continued, and tariffs 
proposing advances should be can- 
celed: Feb. 15, p. 414. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances and Class and 
Commodity Rates from Points in Trunk 
Line and Central Freight Association 
Territory to Minneapolis. Minn., and 
Other Points via Rail and Lake. I. & 
S. Docket Nos. 130 and 130-A. Opinion 
No. 2293 (26 I. ©. C. Rep, p. 671). 
Submitted Jan. 10, 1913. Decided 
April 15, 1913. Advances in rail-and- 
lake rates from Central Freight Asso- 
ciation territory to the Northwest 
through the Lake Superior ports 
pram pot to have been justified; May 
3. D. 981. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Certain Commodities Between Certain 
Stations Located in Texas Common 
Point Territory and St. Louis, Mo., 
and Other Points. I. & S. Docket 
Nos. 116 and 116-A. Opinion No.. 2261 
(26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 528). Submitted 
Feb 12, 1913. Decided March 11, 1913. 
(1) By the tariffs under suspension 
the respondents undertook to put into 
differential territory certain towns in 
Texas that for eight vears have been 
in common point territory, and they 
attempt to justify the resulting pro- 
posed increases in rates largely on the 
zround that unless this is done Ama- 
rillo. another and competing com- 
munity. must also necessarily be put 
into the common point territory 
While the extension of common point 
territory has not been favored by this 
Commission, yet when the southwest- 
ern lines prepare to narrow their 


boundaries they must do so in fair re- 
gard to the rights of the communities 
which they propose to exclude in their 
relation to communities which they 
propose to retain within the favored 
area; Held: That the respondents 
have failed to meet the burden of 
proof imposed upon them by the law. 
(2) Although not prepared to grant 
the petition of Amarillo for common 
point rates, it is nevertheless indi- 
cated by the Commission, on all the 
facts of record, that Amarillo is en- 
titled to some relief, and that sub- 
stantial justice will be done by requir- 
ing the southwestern lines to carry 
out the plan, at one time practically 
agreed upon. of giving it rates upon 
certain commodities on a parity with 
common point rates; April 19, p. 862. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Various Commodities from Eastern 
Shipping Points in California, Oregon, 
Washington and British Columbia. I. 
& S. Docket No. 154. Opinion No. 
2243 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 456). Sub- 
mitted Feb. 15, 1913. Decided March 
10, 1913. For many years the trans- 
continental lines have maintained 
commodity rates from east of Colo- 
rado common points which were lower 
to the Pacific coast terminals than to 
points intermediate, such as Reno and 
Spokane, upon the theory that the 
former were forced by competition of 
the steamship lines from the eastern 
seaboard via Panama. Following the 
amendment to the fourth section of 
the act in 1910 and proceedings of the 
Commission based thereon, the car- 
riers have filed tariffs in which it is 
proposed to increase the terminal rate 
to or in excess of the interior rate 
on all commodities which are not ac- 
tually or potentially affected by this 
water competition. These tariffs are 
under suspension in this proceeding. 
Following the hearings before the 
Commission herein the parties have 
met in informal conferences between 
themselves and with the Commission, 
and by their mutual concessions most 
of the items in controversy have been 
adjusted satisfactorily to the shippers. 
Upon consideration of all the facts, 
the remaining rates under suspension, 
except certain that are _ specifically 
modified herein, are not found to be 
unreasonable, and the order of sus- 
pension as to them is vacated; April 
5, Dp. 766 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advance in Minimum 
Weight of Ear Corn, Snapped Corn 
and Corn in the Shuck in Carloads by 
Carriers Operating in Southwestern 
Lines Territory. I. & S. Docket Nos. 
142 and 142-A. Opinion No. 2187 (26 
I. Cc. C. Rep, p. 197). Submitted Dec. 
10, 1912. Decided Feb. 4. 1913. Pro- 
posed advance in the minimum weight 
on ear corn, snapped corn and corn 
in the shuck in carloads throughout 
southwestern lines territory, to 40,000 
pounds, found not to be justified. A 
flat minimum weight of 49,000 pounds 
is found to be reasonable, however, 
when standard 36-foot cars or larger 
are furnished. An order will be en- 
tered requiring the carriers to cancel 
the suspended schedules and to main- 
tain the present minimum-weight rule 
on cars smaller than the standard 36- 
foot cars and to establish a 49.000- 
pound minimum weight applicable to 
larger cars; March 8. p. 575. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of the Withdrawal of 
Rules Governing Concentration and 
Reshipping of Cotton and Cotton 
Cotton Linters at Memphis, Tenn. 
I. & S. Docket No. 157. Opinion No. 
2277 (26 I. C. C. Rep. p. 585). Sub- 
mitted Feb. 7, 1913. Decided April 8, 
1913. Certain large cotton dealers 
having erected a cotton compress at 
Blytheville. Ark., respondent proposes 
to establish rules requiring compres- 
sion at Biytheville of the cotton 
grown in an important district from 
which cotton has moved to Memphis 
for compression; Held: (1) Tf ship- 
ments moved on original contract for 
earriage from points of origin to final 
destination. and the carrier performed 
itself all the compression on its lines. 
there could be no objection to the 
location of its compresses at such 
points as it might select with a view 
to economies in transportation and 


conservation of equipment. Under 
similar conditions of shipment the 
situation would be much the same if 
all the compression were performed 
by commercial compresses owned and 
operated by those who had no inter- 
est in the cotton. (2) Where cotton is 
not shipped from point of origin under 
a contract for through shipment to 
final destination, but where the trans- 
portation charges are assessed to the 
compress point, and from the com- 
press point to final destination, and 
subsequently adjusted to the basis of 
the through rate from point of origin 
to final destination, with carriers’ 
right of compression in transit, a rule 
which requires compression at the 
compress of one who is the owner of 
or interested in cotton grown in that 
district and compressed at the same 
point is not free from unjust discrim- 
ination or undue preference. (3) 
Where the rates provide carriers’ 
right of compression in transit, the 
earrier pays for the compression, and 
the one who is employed to perform 
the compression becomes the agent 
of the carrier and as such necessarily 
gains the knowledge as to the busi- 
ness and shipments of his competitors, 
probably in contravention of the pro- 
visions of section 15 of the act. (4) 
The territory which respondent’s sus- 
pended tariff proposes to make tribu- 
tary to Blytheville only should be 
open via respondent’s lines to both 
Memphis and Blytheville. (5) The 
suspended tariff must be canceled and 
new rules in accordance with the 
Commission’s findings must be estab- 
lished; May 3, p. 964. 


In the Matter of Cottonseed Rates from 


Oklahmoma. I. & §. Docket No. 191. 
Opinion No. 2189 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p 
211) Submitted Jan. 20, 1913. De- 
cided Feb. 10, 1913. Tariffs conceling 
present joint rates and through rates 
on cottonseed from points in Okla- 
homa to Little Rock, Ark., should be 
withdrawn: March 1, p. 534. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Drain Tile and Other Articles from 
Points in Central Freight Association 
Territory to Various Destinations. I. 
& S. Docket No. 105. Opinion No. 
2131 (25 I. C. C. Rep., p. 688). Sub- 
mitted Dec, 11, 1912. Decided Jan. 7, 
1913. (1) Proposed advances in rates 
on drain tile between points in Cen- 
tral Freight. Association territory 
found to be unreasonable and unjustly 
discriminatory and tariffs directed to 
be canceled. (2) Proposed advances 
in rates on sewer pipe contained in 
the same tariffs found to be justified 
and permitted to become effective; 
Feb. 1, p. 305. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Propor- 
tional Rates by Carriers for the 
Transportation of Excelsior and Ex- 
celsior Wrappers from Certain Sta- 
tions on the Bangor & Aroostook 
Railroad to Brownville Junction, Me., 
and Other Points. I. & S. Docket No. 
178. Opinion No. 2145 (26 I. C. C. 
Rep, p. 44). Submitted Jan. 10, 1913. 
Decided Jan. 13, 1913. Advanced rates 
not found unreasonable and order of 
suspension vacated; Feb. 8, p. 370. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Excelsior from St. Paul, Minn., and 
Other Points to Chicago, Il., and 
Other Points. I. & S. Docket No. 170. 
In the Matter of the Investigation and 
Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Flax Tow, Flax Moss and Plax Fiber 
Between St. Paul, Minn., Winona, 
Minn., and Other Points and Chicago. 
Ill., Peoria, Ill.. Kansas City, Mo., and 
Other Points. IL & S. Docket No. 182. 
Opinion, No. 2298 (26 I. C. C. Rep. p. 
689). Submitted Feb. 20. 1913. De- 
cided April 14, 1913. (1) Proposed ad- 
vances in the rates on flax tow and 
excelsior from St. Paul to Chicago 
found to have been justified. (2) Pro- 
posed advances in the rates on flax 
tow and excelsior from St. Paul to 
Des Moines, Omaha, Kansas City and 
other points found not to have been 
justified. The carriers. however, are 
not precluded from undertaking rea- 
sonable adiustments of the rates to 
these points; May 10, p. 1034. 





In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Fence Posts from Stations in Ar- 
kansas to Kansas City, Mo., and 
Other Points. I & S Docket No 119. 
Opinion No 2144 (261 C C Rep, p 42). 
Submitted Nov. 9, 1912. Decided Jan. 
7, 1913. Proposed advance in rates 
on cedar fence posts from Arkansas 
points of production to Kansas City, 
Omaha and Lincoln, not shown to be 
justified by the record, and tariff di- 
rected to be canceled; Feb. 8, p 369. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for tne Transportation of 
Flaxseed from Minneapolis, Minn., 
and Other Points to Chicago, Ill, and 
Other Destinations. I & S Docket 
Nos 114,.114A, 114B, and 114C. Opin- 
ion No 2082 (I C C Rep, 25). Sub- 
mitted Nov. 3, 1912. Decided Dec. 2, 
1912. The tariffs under suspension 
advance the proportional rates on flax- 
seed in carloads from Minneapolis 
and other points to Chicago and other 
points: Held, That under alJl the cir- 
cumstances the proposed advances 
are just and reasonable; Jan 11, p 99. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Furniture in Carloads from Burling- 
ton, Ia., Port Washington, Wis., and 
Other Points to St. Paul, Minn., and 
Other Points. I & S Docket Nos 126 
and 126A. Opinion No 2291 (261CC 
Rep, p 655). Submitted Feb. 12, 1913. 
Decided April 15, 1913. Respondents 
propose to advance commodity rates 
on furniture, including the general 
mixture of furniture, church and 
school furniture and opera seats, and 
chairs and cribs, in carloads, from and 
to points in Wisconsin, Illinois, In- 
diana, Iowa and Missouri, to and from 
St. Paul, Duluth and Winona, Minn., 
and points taking the same rates. 
Comparisons are made of present and 
proposed commodity rates with third- 
class rates, with rates on light and 


. bulky articles similar to furniture, 


with furniture rates in other parts of 
the country, and also comparisons of 
the minimum revenue per car result- 
ing under these various rates at their 
specific minimum carload weights. 
Held: (1) ‘The equipment required to 
move furniture under commodity rates 
involved, at the comparatively high 
minimum of 20,000 pounds, is more 
expensive, and the greater weight of 
the loaded cars entails greater trans- 
portation costs than under class rates 
at the comparatively lower minimum 
of 12,000 pounds, hence the earnings 
per car should be somewhat larger 
under commodity rates than under 
eiass rates. A moderate advance in 
the commodity rates may be justifi- 
able. (2) The tariffs disclose a num- 
ber of Wisconsin producing poinis 
from which no advances are proposed 
corresponding to those here in ques- 
tion, thereby distributing the estab- 
lished adjustment between producing 
points. (3) Should further investi- 
gation show that, under published 
rates, St. Paul will be discriminated 
against through loss of territory na- 
turally tributory to it as a distributing 
center, carriers will be expected to re- 
move the discrimination. (4) Car- 
riers should withdraw suspended tar- 
iffs and file new tariffs in harmony 
with this report and with a view of 
removing discriminations and incon- 
sistencies pointed out: May 3, p 974. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Break- 
Bulk Rates by Carriers for the Trans- 
portation of Grain and Grain Pro- 
ducts from Milwaukee, Manitowoc and 
Kewaunee, Wis., to Boston, Mass., 
New York, N. Y., Philadelphia, Pa., 
Baltimore, Md., and Other Points. 
I & S Docket No 174. Opinion No 2315 
(27 I C C Rep, p 78). Submitted Feb. 
8, 1913. Decided May 12, 1913. Re- 
spondents having failed to meet the 
burden of proof which the statute 
places upon them as to the reason- 
abler.ess of proposed advances in 
local, joint and proportional break- 
bulk rates, domestic and. export, on 
grain and grain products from Mil- 
waukee, Manitowoc and Kewaunee, 
Wis., to points in trunk-line territory 
east of Niagara frontier, the tariffs 
under suspension are required to be 
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canceled and the present rates to be 
maintained; May 31, p 1169. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Grain, Grain Products and Seed, Be- 
tween Aberdeen, S. D., and Other 
Points, and Duluth, Minn., and Other 
Points, via Chicago, St. Paul, Minneap- 
olis & Omaha Line. I & Docket 
No 187. Opinion No 2278 (26 IC C 
Rep, p 595). Submitted Feb. 24, 1913. 
Decided April 14, 1913. The with- 
drawal of joint rates on grain, grain 
products and seed from certain Min- 
neapolis & St. Louis Railroad stations 
west of Hanley Falls, Minn., via Min- 
nesota Transfer and the Chicago, St. 
Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha road, not 
found unreasonable or discriminatory; 
April 26, p 915. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advance of Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Hay, in Carloads from Points in Wis- 
consin to Chicago, Ill, and Between 
Other Points. I & S Docket Nos 839, 
89A, 89B, 89C, 89D, 89E, 89F, 89G, 
89H, 89I,-89J, 89K and 89L. Opinion 
No 2129 (25 I C C Rep, p 680). Sub- 
mitted July 10, 1912. Decided Jan. 13, 
19138. (1) The fact that the advance 
in commodity rates on hay brings 
those rates up to the Class G basis 
is not in itself proof of the reason- 
ableness of the increased rates. (2) 
Terminal expenses incident to delay 
in releasing equipment cannot prop- 
erly be charged against each _ ship- 
ment and should not be included in 
the line rate, (3) The law requires 
earriers to charge reasonable rates, 
and if the present advance leaves the 
rates within the realms of reasonable- 
ness, a somewhat similar advance in 
1908 cannot be held to constitute an 
estoppel. (4) Advanced rates on hay 
in carloads from North Dakota, South 
Dakota, Minnesota, Wisconsin, Illinois 
and Iowa ~o Chicago and other west- 
ern markets found to be reasonable 
and permitted to become effective 
without prejudice to any future pro- 
ceeding attacking such rates as un- 
justly discriminatory; Feb 1, p 302. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Horses and Mules in Carloads Be- 
tween Chicago, Ill, St. Louis, Mo., 
and Other Points and Stations in 
South Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas, 
Oklahoma, Colorado and Wyoming. 
I & S Docket No 137. Opinion No 
2146 (26 1 C C Rep, p 47). Submitted 
Nov. 25, 1912. Decided Jan. 6, 1913. 
Proposed increased carload rates on 
horses and mules from South Dakota, 
Kansas, Oklahoma, Colorado, Ne- 
braska, and Wyoming to Chicago, St. 
Louis, and other destinations not 
found to be unreasonable. Order of 
suspension vacated; Feb 15, p 412. 


In the Matter of Import Rates. I & S 


Docket No 159. Opinion No 2124 (25 
I C C Rep, p 663). Submitted Nov. 
29, 1912. Decided Jan. 7, 1913. Can- 
cellation of tariff provision for appli- 
cation of import rates on ground 
manganese ore, ground at Elizabeth- 
port, N. J., was suspended. Upon 
investigation: Held, That the arrange- 
ment which respondent seeks to can- 
cel is unduly preferential to protest- 
ant. Orders of suspension vacated; 
Feb 1, p 297. 


In the Matter of Advances on Ground 


Iron Ore from Points in Alabama, 
Georgia and Tennessee to Boston, 
New York, Philadelphia and Other 
Points. I & S Docket No 209. Opin- 
ion No 2294 (26 I C C Rep, p 675). 
Submitted Feb. 18, 1913. Decided 
April 8, 1913. (1) The withdrawal 
of commodity rates on ground iron 
ore in carloads from certain Alabama, 
Georgia and Tennessee points, other 
than Chattanooga, to the north At- 
lantic ports, leaving in effect higher 
class rates, found to be justified. (2) 
Proposed advance in the all-rail and 
rail-and-water rates on ground iron 
ore, in carloads, from Chattanooga to 
New York and Boston found not to be 
justified; May 10, p 1032. 


In the Matter of Keystone Elevator Co. 


No 3372. Opinion No 2114 (231CC 
Rep, p 618). Submitted Dec. 10, 1912. 
Decided Jan. 7, 1913. The Pennsyl- 
vania Railroad Co should desist from 
leasing the elevator property located 
at North Philadelphia, Pa., to the 


Keystone Elevator & Warehouse Co so 
long as the stockholders of the latter 
are owners wholly or in part of the 
property passing through such eleva- 
tor, and should cease from paying any 
allowance for terminal services to 
such elevator company upon any prop- 
erty passing through such elevator 
belonging wholly or in part to any 
stockholder of said elevator company, 
unless such railroad’s published tariffs 
shall at the same time offer such al- 
lowance to all other shippers using 
said or any other elevator in the city 
of Philadelphia; Jan. 18, p 159. 


In the Matter of Knitting-Factory Pro- 


ducts. I & S Docket No 128. Opinion 
No 2116 (25 I C C Rep, p 634). Sub- 
mitted Nov. 21, 1912. Decided Jan. 7, 
1913. The tariff schedules under sus- 
pension advance the joint rates on 
knitting-factory products in any 
quantity from Chicago and nearby 
points to Little Rock, Fort Smith and 
certain other Arkansas points and 
cancel the proportional rates on these 
products from Memphis to the same 
destinations applying on traffic from 
southeastern points, leaving in effect 
from many southeastern points the 
through first-class rates constructed 
on a differential basis over St. Louis 
and leaving in effect from other south- 
eastern points combination rates of 
which the factors west of the river 
are the first-class rates from Mem- 
phis; Held, The proposed advances 
are justified. Order of suspension 
vacated; Jan. 25, p 214. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates for 
the Transportation of Lumber from 
Mississippi to Eastern Points. I & S 
Docket No 213. Opinion No 2302 (27 I 
C C Rep. p 6). Submitted April 12, 
1913. Decided May 6, 1913. Other 
through routes and joint rates via 
shorter and more direct lines being 
provided, and no increased charges 
to shippers oor _ receivers. being 
involved, cancellation of joint 
rates on lumber from points on 
the Gulf & Ship Island and New Or- 
leans Great Northern railroads via 
the Ililnois Central Railroad to points 
in eastern trunk-line territory, east- 
ern Canada and New England per- 
ae to be made effective: May 17, 
p 1077. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates for 
*the Transportation of Cypress Lum- 
ber, Laths, and Shingles, from Points 
Located on the New Orleans, Texas & 
Mexico Railroad to Albany, N. Y., 
and Other Points. I & S Docket Ne 
135. Opinion No 2184 (26 I C C Rep, 
p 186). Submitted Jan. 25, 1913. De- 
cided Feb. 4, 1913. Proposed advances 
in rail-water-rail rates on cypress 
lumber from points on the New Or- 
leans, Texas & Mexico Railroad, be- 
tween Baton Rouge and New Orleans 
to interior points in the north At- 
lantic states not justified. Order will 
be issued requiring the carriers to 
cancel the item proposing said ad- 
vances and to maintain rates not 
eon than those now in effect; Mar. 


Pp : 
In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Ratés by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Edible Nuts from New Orleans and 
Port Chalmette, La., to St. Louis, Mo., 
and Other Points. I & S-Doecket No 
166. Opinion No 2190 (26 I 1 Rep, p 
213). Submitted Jan. 18, 1913. Ben 
cided Feb. 10, 1913. Proposed in- 
creased rates on edible nuts from New 
Orleans and Port Chalmette, La., to 
St. Louis, Mo., and other points found 
not to be unreasenable. Order of sus- 
pension vacated: Mar. & p 578. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Linseed Oil from St. Paul, Minn., and 
Other Points to Chicago, Ill., Kansas 
City, Mo., and Other Points. I & § 
Docket Nos 124 and 124A. Opinion No 
2198 (26 1 C C Rep, p 265). Submitted 
Jan. 15, 1913. Decided Feb. 10, 1913. 
The tariffs under suspension advance 
rates on linseed oil fom St. Paul and 
Minneapolis to Chicago, Peoria, St. 
Louis and Missouri River cities and 
points beyond: from Milwaukee and 
Chicago to St. Louis and Springfield, 
Tl., and between other points; Held, 
That with the exception of the rates 
from Des Moines, carriers have shown 
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the proposed rates to be reasonable 
and that such rates should be allowed 
to become effective; and Held, further, 
That the proposed rates from Des 
Moines have not been justified and 
should be withdrawn; Mar. 15, p 613. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Fresh Meats and Packing-House Pro- 
ducts from Oklahoma City, Okla., 
and Other Points to Points in the 
State of New Mexico. I & S Docket 
No 143. Opinion No 2177 (61CC 
Rep, p 154). Submitted Dec. 12, 1912. 
Decided Feb. 10, 1913. Proposed ad- 
vances in rates on fresh meats and 
packing house products from Okla- 
homa City, Okla., Fort Worth, Tex., 
and Wichita, Kan., to all points on 
the line of the Santa Fe System in 
New Mexico, excepting coast line 
points west of Albuquerque, N. ’ 
not shown to be reasonable; Held, 
That respondent must withdraw the 
proposed advances; Mar. 8, p 568. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
News Print Papers from Sault Ste 
Marie, Ontario, to Various Points in 
the United States. I & S Docket No 
160. Opinion No 2140 (26 I C C Rep, 
p 13). Submitted Nov. 4, 1912. De- 
cided Jan. 13, 1913. (1) Tariffs under 
suspension name rates on news print 
paper in carloads from Sault Ste. 
Marie, Ontario, to points on the Mis- 
souri River and in Central Freight 
Association territory. With few ex- 
ceptions, these rates are reductions 
under the current rates. The pro- 
testant seeks to have the Commission, 
in this proceeding, not only find that 
the proposed rates are unreasonable, 
but call upon the respondents to 
establish rates lower than either 
those now in force or proposed; Held, 
That the protesfant has failed to show 
that the rates thus assailed are un- 
reasonable or unjustly discriminatory, 
and that the respondents have justi- 
fied the propriety of the rates pro- 
posed by them. (2) The formation 
of Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario, Sault 
Ste. Marie, Petoskey and Cheboygan, 
Mich., into a single group for rate- 
making purposes, similar to groups 
established elsewhere, the Commis- 
sion believes will largely obviate the 
difficulties and the seeming incon- 
sistencies dwelt upon by the protest- 
ant with respect to the rates on 
news print paper from such points. 
Feb 8, p 357. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates of 
Fares from Suburban Points on the 
Washington-Virginia Railway to 
Washington. IL & S Docket No 197. 
Opinion No 2228 (26 I C C Rep, p 
398). Submitted Feb. 12, 1913. De- 
cided Mar. 10, 1913. Respondent hav- 
ing justified the advances in passen- 
ger fares from stations on its line in 
Virginia, Petty to Green Valley, in- 
clusive, to points in the city of Wash- 
ington, D. C., the schedules under 
suspension should be allowed to take 
effect; Apr 5, p 752. 


In the Matter of the Issuance and Use 


of Passes, Franks and Free Passenger 
Service. No 4662. Opinion No 2253 
(26 I C C Rep, p 491). Decided Mar. 
11, 1913. (1) The free pass situation 
in Colorado and the issuance by Colo- 
rado carriers to shippers and others 
of thousands of annual, term and trip 
passes described and criticized. (2) 
A notice on a pass, warning the holder 
against its misuse, does not relieve 
the carrier of the duty of so policing 
its service as to prevent violations of 
the law in that manner. (3) A free 
ticket or pass given to an interstate 
shipper, although limited to use with- 
in a state, has a money value, and 
when used by him is equivalent pro 
tanto to a money contribution to him 
by the carrier; such a tranaction is a 
step toward the purchase of traffic 
and when consummated is a violation 
of the law. (4) The wide distribution 
by Colorado carriers of free passes to 
state and federal officials commented 
upon; Apr 12, p 815. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 


Other Points. No 5175. Federal 
Chemical Co., Central Phosphate Co. 
and Natural Phosphate Co. vs Louis- 
ville & Nashville Railroad Co. et al 
I & S Docket No 158. Opinion No 
2225 (26 I C C Rep, p 377). Submitted 
Jan, 24, 1913. Decided Mar. 11, 1913. 
(1) Proposed advanced rates upon 
crude ground phosphate rock in car- 
loads transported from points in Ten- 
nessee to New England and middle 
eastern states held unreasonable and 
present rates ordered maintained as 
maxima for two years. (2) Carriers 
ordered to cease and desist from dis- 
criminating in rates between ground 
phosphate rock in bulk and ground 
phosphate rock in bags; Apr 5. p 769. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Plaster Gypsum Rock, Stucco and 
Plaster, Gypsum Rock, Stucco and 
Irving, Kan., to Points in Arkansas, 
Kansas and Missouri. I & S Docket 
No 179. Opinion No 2313 (27 I C C 
Rep, p 67). Submitted Mar, 17, 1913 
Decided May 6, 1913. (1) Cancela- 
tion of joint through rates on plaster 
and gypsum rock from Blue Rapids 
and Irving, Kan., to destinations in 
Arkansas and Missouri, held not to 
have been justified. (2) Carriers 
cannot force consumers to deal with 
plants on their own rails by adjusting 
the rates from plants on the rails of 
other lines in disregard of the rights 
of such plants to have their products 
moved at reasonable rates; May 31, 
p 1167. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Pig Iron from Points in Upper Mich- 
igan and Minnesota to Kansas City, 
Mo., and Other Destinations. I & S 
Docket No 123. Opinion No 2203 (26 
I C C Rep, p 284). Submitted Dec. 9, 
1912. Decided April 7, 1913. (1) Pro- 
posed increases in rates on pig iron 
from Michigan upper peninsula and 
Wisconsin to Missouri River rate 
points found to be unreasonable. 
Reasonable rates prescribed for the 
future. (2) An investment made in 
an industrial enterprise in reliance 
upon an existing rate or relation of 
rates cannot act as a bar to the re- 
adjustment of the rate _ structure 
— to be unreasonable; Apr 19, 
p 856. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Porch Work from Beaumont and East 
Beaumont, Tex., to Various Interstate 
Points. I & S Docket No 111. Opin- 
ion No 2136 (26 ICC Rep. 1.) Sub- 
mitted Nov. 30, 1912. Decided Jan. 
13, 1913. The respondents propose to 
cancel joint rates on porch work from 
Beaumont and East Beaumont, Tex., 
to various points east of the Missis- 
sippi River, which are 1 cent higher 
than the joint rates on lumber from 
and to the same points, and to pro- 
vide in lieu thereof combination rates 
which are from 9 to 13 cents higher 
than such lumber rates; Held, That 
the proposed advances are not justi- 
fied and that the respondents should 
establish from Beaumont and East 
Beaumont to the eastern destinations 
to which joint rates on porch work 
now apply joint rates which are not 
more than 3 cents in excess of the 
current rates on lumber from and to 
the same points; Feb 8, p 353. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Refrigera- 
tion Charges Between Points Located 
on the Kansas City Southern Railway; 
the Arkansas Western Railway 
and the Texarkana & Fort Smith 
Railway and to and from Points on 
Connecting Lines. I & S Docket No 
210. Opinion No 2285 (26 I C C Rep, 
Pp 617). Submitted Feb. 10, 1913. De- 
cided April 7, 1913. Under a rule in 
Trans-Missouri Circular 1B, the car- 
riers absorb icing charges on perish- 
able commodities when 10,000 pounds 
are offered upon payment of the less- 
than-carload rate. The Kansas City 
Southern proposes in its individual 
tariff under suspension herein to 
withdraw from participation in that 
rule, which action will increase 
charges via its line to the basis of the 
carload rate as freight plus a sepa- 


upon the facts of record and the 
order of suspension vacated accord- 
ingly; May 10, p 1020. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation. of 
Salt from Kansas Points to Stations 
Located on the Wichita Falls & North- 
western Railway in the State of Okla- 
homia. I & S Docket No 155. Opin- 
ion No 2111 (25 I C C Rep, p 610). 
Sumbitted Nov. 30, 1912. Decided 
Dec. 10, 1912. Interested lines should 
cancel the tariffs under suspension 
and maintain the rates now in effect; 
Jan 11, p 129. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Sash, Doors, and Blinds, from Sta- 
tions in Louisiana to Stations in 
Texas and setween Other Points. 
I & S Docket Nos 117 and 117A. 
Opinion No 2166 (26 I C C Rep, p 116). 
Submitted Jan. 15, 19138. Decided Feb 
3, 1913. Proposed advanced rates on 
sash, doors and blinds from stations 
in Louisiana to stations in Texas, and 
between other points, not justified and 
tariffs directed to be withdrawn; Mar 
1, p 519. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Sand and Gravel from Points in the 
‘State of Louisiana to Texas Points. 
I & S$ Docket No 156. Opinion No 
2295 (26 1 C C Rep, p 677). Submitted 
Jan. 19, 1913. Decided April 7, 1913. 
Increased rates on sand and gravel 
from Anchorage, La., to Houston and 
Beaumont, Tex., and from Kinder, 
La;, to Houston held not to be un- 
reasonable. Rate from Kinder to 
Beaumont found to be _ excessive. 
Order of suspension vacated; May 10, 
p 1032. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Tin Plate and Sheet Metal from East- 
ern Shipping Points to Points in Ore- 
gon, Washington and Other Destina- 
tions. I & S Docket No 109. Opin- 
ion No. 2130 (25 I. C. C. Rep, 
p. 685). Submitted Dec. 28, 1912. 
Decided Jan. 6, 1913. The attempt 
of certain shippers to move sheet 
metal of commerce under the descrip- 
tion and rates applicable to trunk- 
covering materials directed the atten- 
tion of the carriers to an obscurity 
in their tariffs and to the fact that 
lower rates were applicable to trunk- 
covering materials, although they are 
more highly manufactured and more 
valuable than the sheet metal of 
commerce. Tariffs filed to contest the 
improper relation of rates on the two 
commodities were suspended, but 
upon the facts disclosed the order of 
suspension is vacated; Feb 1, p 304. 


In the Matter of the Investigation Into 


the Substitution of Tonnage at Tran- 
sit Points. No 3002. Opinion No 2183 
(26 I C C Rep, p 204). Decided Feb. 
10, 1913. Upon re-examination of the 
entire subject of transit privileges on 
all commodities, and the relationship 
between the privileges as practiced 
and the privileges as published in the 
tariffs, and it appearing that the re- 
spondents have represented to the 
Commission that they can and _ will 
publish and enforce transit privileges 
in their tariffs that will permit the 
operation of the privileges and at the 
same time conform to the law, it is 
our conclusion that the orders and 
requirements of the Commission here- 
tofore promulgated for the purpose 
of properly enforcing the tariffs now 
in effect be withdrawn; Mar 1, p 517. 


In the Matter of Switching Charges at 


Sheffield, Minn. I & S Docket No 211. 
Opinion No 2247 (26 I C C Rep, p 475). 
Submitted Feb 17, 1913. Decided Mar 
10, 1913. Proposed advance from $3 
per car to $5 for switching grain and 
grain products by respondent between 
the interchange track of the Rock Isl- 
and and the mill of protestant at 
Sheffield, Minn., not justified. A 
charge of not exceeding $3 may prop- 
erly be made for the switching of the 
loaded car and $1.50 for the movement 
of the empty car; Apr 12, p 808. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 


rate charges ‘or refrigeration. pa | 


Phosphate Rock in Bags from Points 
posed action found to be justified | 


Carriers for th 
in Tennessee to Norfolk, Va., and vat Ene eee 


Fuel Wood, Sawdust and Shavings 
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from Stations in Wisconsin and Mich- 
igan to Evanston, Ill, and Other 
Points. I & S Docket No 138. Opin- 
ion No 2196 (26 I C C Rep, p 254). 
Submitted Jan. 27, 1912. Decided Feb. 
10, 1913. Proposed advanced rates on 
fuel wood, sawdust and shavings 
from stations in Wisconsin and Mich- 
igan to Evanston, IIL, and _ other 
points, found to be unreasonable and 
required to be withdrawn. Present 
rates ordered continued in effect; 
Mar 8, p 594. 


In the Matter of the Investigation of 


Alleged Unreasonable Rates and Prac- 
tices Involved in the Transportation 
of Wool, Hides, and Pelts from Vari- 
ous Western Points of Origin to 
Eastern Destinations. No 2634. Rail- 
road Commission of Oregon vs Oregon 
Railroad & Navigation Co et al. No 
3939. National Wool Growers Asso- 
ciation vs Oregon Short Line Rail- 
road Co et al. No 4074. Opinion No 
2127 (25 I C C Rep, p 675). Submitted 
Nov 6, 1912. Decided Jan 7, 1913. (1) 
It is by no means true that because a 
rate is found unreasonable upon a 
given date it has been unreasonable 
during the two years preceding, and 
it cannot be assumed that whenever 
the Commission holds a given rate to 
be unreasonable it will, as a matter, 
of course, award reparation upon the 
basis of the rate found to be reason- 
able as to all payments within the 
two-year limitation. (2) The Com- 
mission is not satisfied that the com- 
plainant has shown that the rates as 
stated in the tariffs of the carriers 
were unreasonable up to the date of 
the original decision herein. March 
21, 1912, but from that date the rates 
and regulations suggested by the 
Commission are held to be reasonabie 
and the rates and regulations of the 
earriers have been unreasonable and 
unlawful to the extent that they have 
varied from these. (3) Reparation 
from March 21, 1912, will be awarded 
herein upon the basis of the rate 
found reasonable by the Commission; 
Jan 25, p 220. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Class 
Rates by Carriers from Chicago, II!., 
St. Louis, Mo., and Other Points to 
Watertown and Other Stations in 
South Dakota. I. and S. Docket No. 
133. Opinion No. 2289 (26 I. C. C. 
Rep, p. 635). Submitted March 5 
1913. Decided April 7, 1913. Proposed 
advance in class rates from Chicago, 
Peoria, St. Louis and points takinz 
same rates to Watertown and other 
destinations in South Dakota not 
found to be unreasonable or unjusily 
discriminatory, and order of suspen- 
sion vacated accordingly; June 14, p 
1246. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Class and 
Commodity Rates by Carriers Operat- 
ing Between New Orleans, La.. and 
Other Points in the South and Points 
in Tllinois. I. and S. Docket No. 208. 
Opinion No. 23223 (27 I. C. C. Rep. p. 
122). Submitted May 10. 1913. De- 
cided May 13, 1913. Proposed in- 
creased rates on sugar and other 
commodities from New Orleans, La., 
to Sterling, Tll., found not to be un- 
reasonable or unjustly dicriminatorv. 
Order of suspension vacated; June 14, 
Pp. 1257. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Schedules Providing for 
the Cancelation of Joint Rates for 
the Transportation of Coal from 
Mines in Kentucky and West Vir- 
ginia to Milwaukee, Manitowoc and 
Kewaunee, Wis., via Pere Marquette 
R. R and Car Ferry. I. and 8 
Docket No. 181. Opinion No. 2335 
(27 I. C. C. Rep. p. 223). Submitted 
April 12, 1913. Decided June 5, 1913 
Soft coal originating on the lines of 
certain of the defendant carriers and 
destined to points beyond Milwaukee, 
Manitowoc and Kewaunee, Wis., has. 
for ten or more years moved over the 
across-lake routes to those points at 
the Chicago rates. By the tariffs un- 
der suspension the carriers undertook 
to close certain of the routes and can- 
cel the rates applicable to them be- 
cause of a failure to arrive at agree- 
ments following a demand on the part 
of the delivering carrier for an in- 
crease in its division. Held: That the 


suspended tariffs must be withdrawn 


and the present routes kept open. An 
advance of 10 cents per ton in the 
rates is permitted; June 21, p. 1345. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Grain Products from Southern Illi- 
nois Points to Points in Texas. I. 
and S. Docket No. 198. Opinion No. 
2347 (27 I.:C. C. Rep, p. 282). Sub- 
mitted Feb. 19, 1913. Decided May 
27, 1913. Respondents herein at- 
tempted to cancel the proportional 
rates on grain and grain products 
from certain interior milling points 
in southern Illinois via St. Louis, 
Kansas City and other river crossings 
to various groups in Texas; Held: 
That the carriers should free these 
Illinois millers of the threatened dis- 
advantage and remove the inconsis- 
tencies prevailing in the flat rates. 
Such relief may be by way of a mill- 
ing-in-transit privilege specifically de- 
scribed in the tariffs at a charge not 
to exceed one-half cent per 100 
pounds, or otherwise, as the carriers 
may elect; June 28, p. 1394. 


In the Matter of Chicago-Duluth Grain 


Rates. I. and S, Docket No. 220. 
Opinion No. 2334 (27 I. C. C. Rep, p. 
216). Submitted Mav 3, 1913. De- 
cided June 5, 1913. The tariffs here 
under suspension were filed pursuant 
to our findings in Superior Commer- 
cial Club of Superior, Wis.,_ vs. 
G. N. Ry. Co.; Duluth Board of 
Trade vs. G. N. Ry. Co., and Cham- 
ber of Commerce of the City of Mil- 
waukee vs. C., M. & St. P. Ry. Co., 
24 I. C. C., 96, and supplemental re- 
port in same cases, 25 I. C. C., 342; 
Held: That the previous findings are 
adhered to; orders of suspension va- 
cated; June 21, p. 1342. 


In the Matter of Import Rates. No 


3780. Opinion No. 2339 (I. C. C. Rep, 
p. 27). Submitted May 5, 1913. De- 
cided June 5, 1913. Prior decision 
herein adhered to upon the findings in 
Chamber of Commerce case, ante, 
page 237 [1351]; June 21, p. 1353. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Linseed Oil Cake, Linseed Oil Meal 
and Flaxseed Screenings in Carloads 
from Minneapolis and St. Paul, Minn.., 
to Galveston, Tex., and Other Gulf 
Ports. I. and §S. Docket No. 188. 
Opinion No. 2340 (27 I. C. Rep, p. 
246). Submitted Feb. 17, 1913. De- 
cided May 26, 1913. Certain respon- 
dents. by cancelation of export rate 
of 16% cents per 100 pounds on flax- 
seed products from Minneapolis and 
St. Paul to Galveston and other Gulf 
ports, attempt to withdraw from par- 
ti tion in this traffic: Held: That 
while the Commission finds that 16% 
cert. is an umreasonably low rate, 
Sa.a respondents will be required to 
keep the route open at a rate not to 

ceed 22% cents per 100 pounds; 
June 21, p. 1353. 


In the Matter of Lumber Rates from 


Southern Mills to Certain Points in 
the East. I. and S. Docket No. 145. 
Opinion No. 2329 (27 I. C. C. Rep, 
p. 189). Submitted May 20, 1913. De- 
cided June 3, 1913. Proposed in- 
creased rates on lumber in carloads 
from certain groups in southeastern 
territory to Washington, Baltimore 
and points related thereto, and to cer- 
tain points in New Jersey, not found 
to be unreasonable or unjustly dis- 
criminatory. Order of suspension va- 
cated; June 21, p. 1331. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of Pig 
Tron in Carloads from Buena Vista, 
Va., and Other Points to Philadelphia. 
Pa.. and Other Destinations. I. and 
S. Docket No. 152. Opinion No. 2352 
(27 I. C. C. Rep. p. 343). Submitted 
March 7, 1913. Decided June 17, 1913. 
Proposed advances in the rates on pig 
iron from producing points in Virginia 
to Pennsylvania and New Jersey not 
found reasonable. Suspended taritTs 
must be withdrawn and nresent rates 
continued: June 28, p. 1401. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of New Rules Governing 
the Allowances for Stoves and Lin- 
ings of Cars Transporting Potatoes 
from Points in Minnesota and Wis- 
consin to Points West of the Missis- 
sippi River. I. and §S. Docket No. 


172. Opinion No. 2296 (26 I. C. C. 
Rep, p. 681). Submitted Jan. 9, 1913. 
Decided April 7, 1913. The obliga- 
tion of carriers to furnish special 
equipment for protecting certain kinds 
of traffic from freezing discussed, and 
the opinion expressed that where per- 
ishable freight moves regularly and 
in sufficient volume to justify it, the 
special service should be furnished; 
June 14, p. 1247. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of Tin 
Cans and Other Commodities Between 
Points in the State of California and 
Points in Other States. I. and S. 
Docket No. 180. Opinion No. 2350 (27 
I. C. C. Rep, p. 298). Submitted April 
16, 1913. Decided May 29, 1913. (1) 
Proposed advances on tin cans, grape, 
berry and fruit baskets and empty 
carriers returned between California 
and points in other states not found 
to have been justified. Present rates 
continued pending the establishment 
of a reasonable adjustment. (2) Sus- 
pension of proposed rates on petro- 
leum oils vacated; June 28, p. 1400. 


In the Matter of the Investigation and 


Suspension of Advances in Rates by 
Carriers for the Transportation of 
Wheat from Kansas City, Mo., and 
Other Points to Edwardsville, IIl., 
Lawrenceville, Ill., ang Other Points. 
I. and S. Docket No. 195. Opinion 
No. 2348 (27 I. C. C. Rep, p. 286). 
Submitted April 7, 1913. Decided June 
5, 1913. Rate schedules under sus- 
pension propose to cancel joint rates 
on grain from Missouri River to mill- 
ing points in southern Illinois. Should 
proposed cancelation become effective 
southern Illinois country mills will be 
placed at a disadvantage as compared 
with mills at St. Louis and similar 
rate-breaking points in the movement 
to seaboard and southern territory: 
Held: (1) That rates involved must 
be considered as parts of the total 
transportation charge from western 
grain fields to seaboard and southern 
territory. Southern Illinois millers 
should be maintained upon a substan- 
tial equality with St. Louis on the 
movement to the east and to the 
south. (2) An advance in the total 
transportation charge to these mills 
cannot be predicated upon a dispute 
regarding divisions. (3) If the break- 
ing of rates is to be restricted to St. 
Louis and other river crossings and 
so-called primary markets, the sub- 
stantial equality above indicated must 
be provided by milling-in-transit pro- 
visions or otherwise for all mills 
along the direct route to the east and 
to the south. An alternative is to 
eliminate the proportional reshipping 
rates and establish through rates from 
the grain fields (4) TIinless carriers 
file tariffs providing milling in transit 
at a charge not to exceed one-half 
cent per 100 pounds, in connection 
with rates from East St. Louis to 
the seaboard. or otherwise provide for 
the rate relationship above indicated. 
suspension of the schedules which 
provide for the cancelation of the 9- 
cent rate will be made permanent. 
Schedules providing for the cancela- 
tion of the 13-cent rate to Mlinois 
Central points permanently suspend- 
ed: June 28, p. 1395. 


In the Matter of Discriminations in the 


Use of Wharfage Facilities at Pensa- 
cola, Fla. No. 2954. Opinion No. 
2342 (27 1. C. C. Rep. p. 252). Sub- 
mitted Dec. 5. 1912. Decided May 6, 
1913. (1) Wharves and the tracks 
leading thereto owned by a rail car- 
rier engaged in interstate commerce 
and used for receiving and deliver- 
ing propertv moving by rail in inter- 
state and foreign commerce are sub- 
ject to the Act to Regulate Com- 
merce, and the regulations and prac- 
tices affecting their use must be rea- 
sonable and nondiscriminatory. (2) 
Practices of the Louisville & Nash- 
ville Railroad Co. in the administra- 
tion of wharves owned by it at Pen- 
sacola. Fla.. found to be unreasona- 
ble and unjustly discriminatory; June 
28, p. 1383 


Janesville Clothing Co. vs. Chicago & 


Northwestern Railway Co. et al. 
Fourth Section Applications Nos. 1548, 
1573, 458, 1561, 1952, 2045 and 1530. 
Case No. 4834. Onvinion No. 2287 (26 
I. Cc. C. Rep, p. 628). Submitted Sept. 
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20, 1912. Decided April 7, 1913. (1) 
Complainant attacks as unreasonable 
and unjustly discriminatory defend- 
ants’ rates for the transportation of 
cotton piece goods from _ various 
southern producing points to Janes- 
ville, Wis., as compared with lower 
rates to Madison, Wis., to which 
Janesville is intermediate; Held: That 
upon this record complainant is not 
shown to have been damaged by a 
violation of Sections 1, 2 or 3 of the 
act, as alleged. Complaint dismissed. 
(2) The maintenance of lower rates 
for the transportation of cotton piece 
goods from southern producing points 
to Madison, Wis., than to Janesville, 
Wis., the intermediate point, not jus- 
tified by the carriers, and relief from 
the provisions of the fourth section of 
the act denied; May 10, p. 1022. 


Jubitz, G. L., Assignee, vs. Southern 
Pacific Co. et al. No, 5008. Opinion 
No. 2308 (27 I. C. C. Rep, p. 44). Sub- 


mitted Nov. 27, 1912. Decided May 35, 


1913. Rate of $3.094 per gross ton for 
the . transportation of coke from 
Wilkeson, Wash., to Salem, Ore., 


found unreasonable to the extent that 
it exceeds $2.55 per gross ton. Repa- 
ration awarded; May 31, p. 1158. 


Justice, C. G., Co. vs. Pennsylvania 
Railroad Co. No. 4566. Opinion No 
2248 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 478). Sub- 
mitted July 2, 1912. Decided March 


Kalmbach-Ford Co., 


K 


Keogh, John W., vs. Chicago, St. Paul, 


Minneapolis, St. Paul & Sault Ste. 
Marie). 
Keogh, John W.. vs. Minneapolis, St. 


5, 1913. Charge of $5 per car for re- 
consigning carloads of green tomatoes 
at Altoona, Pa., found to have been 
unreasonable to the extent that it ex- 
ceeded $2 per. car. Reparation 
awarded; April 12, p. 809. 

Ltd., vs. Kansas 
City Southern Ry. Co. et al. No. 4692. 
Opinion No. 2204 (26 I, C. C. Rep. Pp. 
289). Submitted Sept. 6, 1912. De- 
cided Feb. 4, 1913. Complainant seeks 
the establishment of a differential be- 
tween the proportional rates on corn 
and corn products from Kansas City, 
Mo., to Shreveport, La., alleging that 
the rate on corn is unreasonable and 
that complainant is unduly discrim- 
inated against in favor of millers at 
points in Texas, Missouri, Arkansas 
and Louisiana, to which a differential 
between the rates on corn and corn 
products from Kansas City applies; 
Held: That it is not shown that the 
rate on corn is unreasonable or that 
complainant is subjected to undue 
prejudice or disadvantage by reason 
of the rates involved in the complaint. 
Complaint dismissed: March 15, p. 621. 


<ellogg Food Co. vs. Grand Trunk Rail- 


way Co. of Canada et al. No. 5231. 
Opinion No. 2283 (26 I. C. C. Rep. Pp. 
611). Submitted March 8, 1913. De- 
cided April 15. 1913. Classification of 
food products known as Protose, Nut- 
ose and Nuttolene under third class in 
Official Classification found not to be 
unjustly discriminatory. Complaint 
dismissed: May 10, p. 1019. 

elly, G. A., Plow Co. vs. Texas & 
Pacific Railway Co. et al. No. 4475 
Opinion No. 2276 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 
581). Submitted April 25, 1912. De- 
cided April 7, 1913. Defendants’ rates 
on rough plow handles from Fort 
Smith, Ark., to Longview, Tex., found 
unjust and unreasonable in so far as 
they exceed bv more than 3 cents per 
100 pounds the rates on hardwood 


lumber. Reparation awarded; May 3, 
p. 962. 


Minneapolis & Omaha (see Keogh vs. 





Paul & Sault Ste. Marie Railway Co. 
No. 4778. Same vs. Chicago, St. Paul 
Minneapolis & Omaha Railway Co. 
No. 4778-Sub. No. 1. Opinion No, 2154 
(26 I. C. C. Rep. p. 73). Submitted 
Aug. 26, 1912. Decided Jan. 7, 1913. 
Rates charged by defendants for 
transportation of excelsior bolts in 
carloads from certain Wisconsin 
points to St. Paul, Minn., found to be 
unreasonable and unduly discrimina- 


tory. Lower rates prescribed for the 
future and reparation awarded; Feb. 
15, p. 421. 

Kessler, Julius, & Co. vs. Louisville & 
Nashville Railroad Co. No. 4620. 
Opinion No. 2097 (25 I. C. C. Rep. p. 
397). Submitted June 17, 1912. De- 
cided Dec. 2, 1912. Joint rate of 75 


eents per 100 pounds on whisky in 
glass, any quantity, from Atherton- | 


ville, Ky., to Mobile, Ala., and New 
Orleans, La., found unreasonable to 
the extent that it exceeds the com- 
bination of rates to and from Louis- 
ville, Ky.; Jan. 11, p. 111.. 


Kibbie, Irvin, vs, St. Louis, Brownsville 


& Mexico Railway Co. etal. No. 4582. 
Opinion No. 2123 (25 I. C. C. Rep, -p. 
661). Submitted Nov. 13, 1912. De- 
cided Jan. 7, 1913. Minimum carload 
weight of 22,000 pounds on calves from 
Refugio, Tex., to New Orleans, La., 
and St. Louis, Mo., found unreason- 
able and a minimum of 17,000 pounds 
prescribed for the future; Feb. 1, p. 
296. 


Lathrop Lumber Co. vs. Alabama Great 


Lindsay & Co., 


Southern R. R. Co. et al. No. 6065. 
Opinion No. 2341 (27 I. C. C. Rep, p. 
250). Submitted Oct. 14, 1912. De- 
cided June 3, 1913. A carload of lum- 
ber was forwarded by the initial car- 
rier from Fleming, Ala., to Huntsville, 
Ala., via an interstate route over 
which the rate was higher than via 
an intrastate route; Held: That the 
shipment was misrouted and that 
complainant is entitled to reparation 
on basis of rate via the intrastate 
route; June 28, p. 1382. 

Ltd., vs. Great North- 


ern Railway Co. et al. No. 4283. 
Opinion No. 2194. Submitted April 29, 
1912. Decided Dec. 9, 1912. Through 


rate for the transportation of grape- 
fruit from Jacksonville and High 
Springs, Fla., to Helena, Mont., 
found to be unreasonable. Repara- 
tion awarded; Jan. 18, p. 156. 


Lindsay Brothers vs. Pere Marquette 
Railroad Co. No. 4277. Opinion No. 
2089 (25 I. C. C. Rep, p. 368). Sub- 


mitted July 30, 1912. Decided Dec. 2, 
1912. Defendant’s rate and minimum 
weight provided for the transportation 
of sleighs in carloads from Wayne, 
Mich., to Milwaukee, Wis., not shown 
to have been unreasonable or unduly 
discriminatory. Complaint dismissed; 
Jan, 11, p. 104. 


Lindsay Brothers vs. Chicago & North 


Little 
L 


Western Railway Co. No. 4270. Opin- 


ion No. 2213 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 329). 
Submitted May 23, 1912. Decided 
March 5, 1913. Rates on tank heaters, 
litter carriers and shoveling boards 
from Harvard, Ill, to Milwaukee 
Wis.. found to be unreasonable and 
unduly discriminatory. Reparation 


awarded: March 29, p. 705. 
Rock, Ark. (See 
Freight Bureau, etc.) 

ittle Rock Chamber of Commerce Vs. 
St. Louis, Iron Mountain & Southern 


Merchants’ 


Railway Co. et al. No, 4724. Opinion 
No. 2216 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 341). 
Submitted Oct. 15, 1912. Decided 


March 10, 1913. Rates on cement from 
St. Louis, Mo., and from Eag'»,;ford 


and Harry’s, Tex., to Littles rock, 
Ark., not shown to be unreaapnble. 
Complaint dismissed; April 5, p. “4. 


Louisville Cottonseed Products Co. ..s. 


Nashville Railroad © Yo. 
Opinion No. 2282 (26 
I. C. CG. Rep, p. 607). Submitted July 
17, 1912. Decided April 7, 1913. Rate 
charged by the defendants for the 
transportation of cottonseed in car- 
loads from Memphis, Tenn., to Louis- 
ville, Ky., found to be unjustly dis- 
criminatory to the extent that it ex- 
ceeds the rate on cottonseed oil; May 
3, p. 969. 


Louisville & 
et al. No. 3966. 


Ludowici-Celadon Co. vs. Pennsylvania 


Macon Chamber 


Co. et al. No. 4802. Opinion No. 2156 
(26 I. Cc. C. Rep. p. 82). Submitted 
July 15, 1912. Decided Jan. 7, 1913. 
Charges collected by defendants for 
transportation of three carloads of 
unglazed tile slabs or brick tile from 
New Lexington, Ohio, to Springfield, 
Mo., found to have been in excess of 
the published rate. Reparation 
awarded: Feb. 15, p. 424. 

of Commerce. (See 
Freight Bureau of Chamber of Com- 
merce, etc.) 


Major, S. C., vs. Louisville & Nashville 


Mansfield 


et al. (see Blue Grass Lumber Co. et 
al. vs, Louisville & Nashville et al.). 
Hardwood Lumber Co. vs. 
Tremont & Gulf Railroad Co. et al. 
No. 5081. Opinion No. 2172 (26 I. C. 
Cc. Rep, p. 138). Submitted Jan. 31, 
1913. Decided Feb. 3, 1913. Rate 
charged complainant for the transpor- 
tation of crossties. from Eros. La., to 
Laredo, Tex., via Winnfield, La., 
found under the circumstances not to 
have been unreasonable, and as the 


Marshall Oil Co. vs. 


Maxey, 


McLoughlin, 


McLaughlin 


earriers have already in effect via 
Tremont, Tex., a joint rate on cross- 
ties from Eros to Laredo, another 
joint rate via Winnfield, an unnatural 
route, should not be_ established; 


March 1, p. 521. 

Chicago & North 
Western Railway Co. et al. No. 5134. 
Opinion No. 2274 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 
575). Submitted Jan. 17, 1913- De- 
cided April 8, 1913. Provisions of de- 
fendants’ tariffs, which exclude axle 
grease composed chiefly of petroleum 
from transportation in mixed carloads 
with other products of petroleum at 
carload rates, found to be unjustly 
discriminatory; April 26, p. 914. 


Martinsville, Va., Town of, vs. Norfolk 


& Western et al. (see Winston-Salem, 
Board of Trade of, vs. Norfolk & 
Western et al.). 

Joseph F., vs. 
Ohio Southwestern Railroad Co. No. 
4723. Opinion No. 2254 (26 I. C. Rep, 
p. 506). Submitted Oct. 8, 1912. De- 
cided March 5, 1913. Upon the facts 
of record; Held: That complainant is 
not entitled to damages representing 
the cost of draying a shipment of 
household goods from Cincinnati, 
= to Newport, Ky.; April 12, p. 


Baltimore & 


May Brothers et al. vs. Yazoo & Mis- 


sissippi Valley Railroad Co, et al. No 
4640. Opinion No. 2212 (26 1c @: 
Rep, p. 323). Submitted Jan. 8, 1913. 
Decided March 5, 1913. Upon com- 
plaint that the provisions in defend- 
ant’s tariffs for the application of 
gross or flat rates on shipments of 
logs from points on their lines in 
Mississippi to Memphis, Tenn., and 
the refund of a portion thereof upon 
shipment of the products via the lines 
of either of them, result in unjust and 
unreasonable charges for the move- 
ment of the logs from the forests to 
Memphis; Held: That in the absence 
of a showing that the gross rates are 
unreasonable or unduly discriminatory 
the Commission is not justified in 
condemning the same. Red River Oil 
Co. vs. T. & P. Ry. Co., 23 L ce 
438, distinguished. Complaint dis- 
missed; March 29, p. 702. 


McGregor-Noe Hardware (Co. vs. St. 


Louis & San Francisco Railroad Co. 


No. 3507. Opinion No. 2244 (oe... <> 
Rep, p. 466). Submitted March’ 23. 
1911.. Decided March 5, 1913. Rates 


for the transportation of less-than- 
carload shipments of band and boiler 
iron, corrugated iron, horse and mule 
shoes, wire, woven-wire fencing, nails 
and spikes from Springfield, Mo., to 
certain local points in Missouri and 
Arkansas found to be unreasonable to 
the extent they exceed commodity 
— formerly in effect: April 12, p. 
oo. 


McKnight-Keaton Grocery Co. vs. Chi- 


cago, Milwaukee & St, Paul Railway 
Co. et al. No. 5072. Opinion No. 2069 
Submitted Feb. 15, 1918. Decided 
April 8, 1913. Rate established by the 
defendants for the transportation of 
cheese in less than ecarload lots from 
Plymouth, Wis., to Cairo, .. Ill... not 
ae to = unreasonable or unduly 
discriminatory. Complaint. dism I 
April 26, p. 910. apes: 

James on 
Pacific Railway Co. et of No ait 
Opinion No. 2206 (26 I. GC. C. Rep, p. 
307). Submitted April 23° 1912. De. 
cided March 5, 1913. Charges for the 
transportation of a shipment of hay 
from Eudora, Ark., to New Orleans, 
La., not found to be unreasonable. 
senate dismissed; March 22, p. 


Motor Car Co., Lt 

Grand Trunk Railroad Co. of ae 
et al. No. 4555. Opinion No, 2209 (26 
I. C. C. Rep, p. 315). Submitted April 
1, 1912. Decided March 5, 1913. Rate 
charged for the transportation of au- 
tomobile chassis, knocked down, in 
carloads, from Flint, Mich., to Osha- 
wa, Ont., found to have been unreas- 
a gn eereten awarded: March 


Michigan Copper & Brass Co. et al. vs. 


Duluth, South Shore & Atlantic Rail- 
way Co. et al. No, 4757. Opinion No. 
2086 (25 I. C, C. Rep, p. 357). Sub- 
mitted Oct. 26, 1912. Decided Dec, 2 
1912. The defendants maintain an 
all-rail rate on refined copper from 
points in the upper peninsula of Mich- 
igan to New York that is 3 cents per 
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100 pounds higher than the all-rail 
rate from the same points to Detroit, 
Mich. The complainants allege that 
this differential is unduly low and 
that the all-rail rate of 32% cents to 
Detroit is unreasonable; Held: (1) 
That the rate to Detroit is unjustly 
discriminatory as compared with the 
rate to New York City; that the de- 
fendants subject the complainants ana 
the locality of Detroit to undue and 
unreasonable prejudice and disadvant; 
age; and that for the future the dif- 
ferential should be less than 10 cents 
(2) That the rate to Detroit is not, 
under the present conditions, unreas- 
onable; Jan. 11, p. 101. 


Michigan Cereal Co. vs. Pere Marquette 


Railroad Co. et al. No. 4589. Opinion 
No. 2211 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 320). 
Submitted April 24, 1912. Decided 
March 5, 1913. Complainant seeks the 
establishment by the defendants of 
certain transit privileges on peas 
moving to Pacific coast points. No 
sufficient ground appearing why the 
Commission should order the estab- 
lishment of such privileges, complaint 
dismissed; March 29, p. 701. 

Memphis Freight Bureau vs. Illinois 
Central Railroad Co. et al. No. 4090. 
Opinion No. 2300 (27 I. C. C. Rep, p. 
1). Submitted Feb. 6, 1912. Decided 
April 7, 1913. Joint rate of 13 cents 
for the transportation of logs from 
Pearson, Miss., to Memphis, Tenn., 
found unreasonable. Reparation 
awarded: May 17, p. 1076. 

Memphis Freight Bureau vs. Louisville 
& Nashville Railroad Co. et al. No. 
3998. Opinion No. 2229 (26 I. C. C. 
Rep, p. 402). Submitted Oct. 23, 1912. 
Decided Dec. 3, 1912. Rate of $1.10 
per ton on coal from western Ken- 
tucky and Alabama mines not found 
to be unreasonable. Complaint dis- 
missed; April 5, p. 754. 


Merchants’ Freight Bureau of Little 


Rock, Ark. vs. Waterloo, Cedar Falls 
& Northern Railway Co. et al. No. 
5216. Opinion No. 2320 (27 I. C. C 
Rep, p. 111). Submitted Feb. 24, 1913. 
Decided May 13, 1913. Advances in 
rates on canned goods from points in 
Iowa to Little Rock and Pine Bluff, 
Ark., found to have been justified by 
defendants. Complaint dismissed; 
June 14, p. 1253. 

Meridian Fertilizer Co. vs. Vicksburg, 
Shreveport & Pacific Railway Co. et 
al. No: 5189. Opinion No. 2192. 
Submitted Jan. 25, 1913. Decided Feb. 
10, 1913. Rate of 12 cents per 100 
pounds for the transportation of fer- 
tilizer in carloads from Shreveport, 
La., to Junction City and El Dorado, 
Ark., found unreasonable to the ex- 
tent it exceeds 11 cents, which rate 
is prescribed for the future; March 8, 
p. 582. 

Meridian Fertilizer Factory vs. Texas 
& Pacific Railway Co. et al. No. 5181 
Opinion No. 2218 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 
351). Submitted Jan. 25, 1913. De- 
cided March 10, 1913. Defendant's 
rates on fertilizer from Shreveport. 
La,, to points in Arkansas named in 
the report found unreasonable and 
reasonable maximum rates prescribed 
for the future; April 5, p. 745. 
Merchants’ Freight Bureau of Little 
Rock, Ark., vs. Atchison, Topeka & 
Santa Fe Railway Co, et al. No. 4798. 
Opinion No. 2264 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 
543). Submitted Feb. 18, 1913. De- 
cided April 7, 1913. Rate of 17 cents 
per 100 pounds on cement from Kan- 
sas gasbelt points to Little Rock, 
Ark., not found unreasonable or un- 
justly discriminatory. Complaint dis- 
missed; April 26, p. 903. 

Michigan Hardwood Manufacturers’ As- 
sociation et al. vs. Transcontinental 
Freight Bureau et al. No. 2713. 
Opinion No. 2306 (27 I. C. C. Rep, p. 
32). (1) Upon rehearing, the Commis- 
sion finds that the points of origin in- 
volved in these shipments of hard- 
wood lumber to Pacific coast termi- 
nals covered the entire southern pen- 
insula of Michigan, and not only the 
southern part of the southern penin- 
sula as first found; that the 85-cent 
rate from the entire southern penin- 
sula was unreasonable: and that a 
rate of 80c should not have been ex- 
ceeded when the shipments in ques- 
tion were made. (2) Reparation to 
those complainants shipping from 
points situated north of the line of 
demarcation named in the original re- 


port should be awarded upon the same 
terms and to the same extent as to 
those shipping from points south of 
that line. (3) A voluntary association 
cannot, by claiming reparation gen- 
erally in behalf of its members, inter- 
rupt the running of the statute of 
limitations as to those members. (4) 
It appears that the association in this 
case filed complaint in behalf of cer- 
tain of its members who are specifi- 
cally named, and also in behalf of 
certain other individuals, not mem- 
bers of the association, who are 
named; Held: That this is, in sub- 
stance a petition by the firms and 
individuals whose names are given, 
and the case should be treated as 
though these persons were described 
as petitioners. (5) The complaint 
herein contains no explicit statement 
that complainants made _ shipments 
under the 85-cent rate, but alleges 
that they are shippers of hardwood 
lumber between the points named, 
that an extensive business had been 
built up under the 75-cent rate which 
business had been injured and its ex- 
istence imperiled by the 85-cent rate; 
and prays for a refund; Held: That 
this petition, although upon the ex- 
treme limit, is such a filing of the 
claims of those firms and individuals 
named as will interrupt the running 
of the statute from the date when the 
petition was filed. (6) The original 
petition claimed reparation from Aug. 
1, 1908, but subsequently complainants 
asked reparation from Jan. 1, 1905, 
when the &5-cent rate became effect- 
ive. This cannot be permitted. As to 
claims prior to Aug. 1, 1908, the stat- 
ute had already run, the jurisdiction 
of this Commission had lapsed, and it 
could not be restored by any amend- 
ment to the pending petition. (7) Al! 
the original complainants are entitled 
to reparation with respect to ship- 
ments subsequent to Aug. 1, 1908; and 
the five complainants not mentioned 
in the original proceeding whose 
claims were first filed Sept. 19, 1912, 
are entitled to reparation with re- 
spect to shipment subsequent to Sept. 
19, 1910. (8) Defendants urged that 
inasmuch as the complainants in- 
creased the price of their lumber by 
the amount of the increase of the 
transportation charge, they have suf- 
fered no damage; complainants assert 
that in subsequent settlement between 
consignees and themselves the freighi 
money was in all cases repaid to the 
ecconsigneess; Held: That if complain- 
ants can so prove, then they may be 
awarded reparation. Further oppor- 
tunity will be given complainants to 
supply such proof; May 24, p. 1122. 


Middlesboro, Ky., Board of Trade. vs. 


Louisville & Nashville Railroad Co. et 
al. Nos. 4744, 4745, 4746. Opinion No. 
2304 (27 I. C. C. Rep, p. 14). Sub- 
mitted Feb. 14, 1913. Decided Aprii 
14, 1913. (1) Class rates via Southerr 
Railway, from Birmingham, Ala., and 
other southeastern points, and from 
Mobile, Ala., found to unjustly dis- 
criminate against Middlesboro, Ky.. 
and to unduly prefer Jellico. Tenn 
(2) Class rates, water-and-rail, from 
New York City and other eastern 
points, and all-rail from Ohio River 
crossings to Middlesboro, found to be 
unreasonable. Reasonable rates pre- 
scribed; May 24, p. 1115. 


Milburn Wagon Co. vs. Toledo, St. 


Louis & Western Railroad Co. et al. 
No. 4300. Opinion No. 2312 (27 1. C. C. 
Rep. p. 63). Submitted Nov. 9, 1912 
Decided May 5, 1913. Rating of freight 
vehicles with springs, in carloads, as 
second class, minimum carload weight 
8,000 pounds, in the Southern Classifi- 
cation, not found unreasonable; May 
31, p. 1166. 


Miller Manufacturing Co. vs. Wabash 


Railroad Co. et al. No. 4539. Opinion 
No. 2153 (26 I. . C. Rep, p. 71). 
Submitted June 27, 1912. Decided Jan. 
7. 1913. Complainant shipped a port- 
able cooling room or refrigerator from 
St. Louis, Mo., to Keewatin, Minn.. 
describing it as cooling-room material. 
which description was accepted by 
defendants as correct and charges 
were collected based thereon. After- 
wards, complainant claimed that it 
was entitled to lower total charges. 
based upon a different classification of 
a portion of the shipment: Held: That 
the shipment was correctly described 
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in the first instance and that the case 
should be dismissed; Feb. 15, p. 420. 


Minneapolis Steel & Machinery Co. vs. 


Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Rail- 
way Co. et al. No. 3948. Opinion No. 
2185 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 193). Submitted 
June 28, 1912. Decided Feb. 3, 1913. 


Complainant not found to have been 


Gamaged by reason of charges assesel 
for the transportation of carload ship- 
ments of structural steel from Min- 
neapolis, Minn., to Miami, Ariz. Com- 
plaint dismissed; March 1, p. 536. 


Montana, Railroad Commission of, vs. 


Northern Pacific et al. (see Railroad 
Commission, etc.). 


Morris Iron Co. et al. vs. Baltimore & 


Ohio Railroad Co. et al. No. 4683. 
Opinion No. 2194 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 
249). Submitted Nov. 6, 1912. De- 
cided Dec. 2, 1912. Complainants ask 
that the Baltimore & Ohio and the 
Frederick railroads be compelled to 
make a physical connection at Fred- 
erick, Md., and that those two rail- 
roads and the Northern Central be 
required to enter into mutual switch- 
ing arrangements with tfeasonable 
charge; Held: (1) That this Commis- 
sion, under the decision of the Su- 
preme Court in United States vs. B. 
& O. S. W._R. R. Co., 226 U. S., 14, 
has no jurisdiction to order a physical 
connection between the Baltimore & 
Ohio and the Frederick railroads at 
Frederick. (2) That under the third 
section of the act the Commission has 
no authority to require the Northern 
Central and Baltimore & Ohio to 
make delivery on their terminals of 
traffic which has reached Frederick 
over the lines of the Western Mary- 
land and the Frederick railroads, since 
they would thus be required to open 
such terminals to their competitors. 
(3) It is recommended that the physi- 
cal connettion -prayed for be made 
and reciprocal switching arrange- 
ments agreed upon, at a charge not 
exceeding $5 per car, but since the 
Commission has no authority to re- 
quire this the complaint is dismissed; 
March 8, p. 588. 


Morris, W. C., vs. St. Louis & San 


Francisco Railroad Co. et al, No. 
4510. Opinion No. 2103 (25 I. C. C. Rep.). 
Submitted June 19, 1912. Decided Dec. 
2, 1912. Rate of 40 cents per 100 
pounds on bar iron in carloads from 
St. Louis, Mo., to Tulsa, Okla.. found 
to be unreasonable and unduly dis- 
criminatory as compared with a rate 
of 34 cents per 100 pounds on sucker 
rods and pull rods, minimum weight 
40,000 pounds. Lower rate prescribed 
for the future; Jan. 11, p. 120. 


Motorevcle Manufacturers’ Association 


vs. Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Co. et 
al. No. 4797. Opinion No. 2168 (26 
I. Cc. C. Rep, p. 127). Submitted Jan. 
8, 1913. Decided Feb. 3, 1913. Motor- 
cycles as now manufactured and of- 
fered for shipment may properly be 
classified in Official Classification ter- 
ritory as first class in carloads, with 
a minimum of 12,000 pounds for a 
standard 36-foot car: Feb. 22, p. 485. 


Murray. Edward G., Lighterage & 


Transportation Co. vs. Delaware & 
Hudson Co. No. 4816. Opinion No. 
2095 (25 I. C. C. Rep, p. 388). Sub- 
mitted Nov. 28, 1912. Decided Dec. 3. 
1912. Upon the facts shown of record 
the defendant is required to cease and 
desist from withholding from _ the 
complainant through routes and joint 
rates on its northbound interstate 
traffic so long as the defendant con- 
temporaneously maintains through 
routes and joint rates on similar traf- 
fic with competitors of the complain- 
ant similarly situated; Jan. 4, p 67. 


National Mohair Growers’ Association 


vs. Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe 
Railway Co. et al. No. 4255. Opinion 
No. 2128 (25 I. €. C. Rep. p. 679). 
Submitted Nov. 6. 1912. Decided Jan. 
7, 1913. Following the Wool case, 25 
I. C. C., 675, reparation on shipments 
of mohair will be awarded from 
March 21, 1912; Feb. 1, p. 304. 


National Refining Co. vs. Missouri, 


Kansas & Texas Railway Co. et al. 
No. 4202. Opinion No. 2092 (25 I. C. 
C. Rep, p. 374). Submitted Feb. 15. 
1912. Decided Dec. 2. 1912. Rate of 
27 cents per 100 pounds for the trans- 
portation of petroleum and its prod- 
ucts in carloads from Coffeyville, 
Kan., to Joliet, Ill, found to be un- 
reasonable to the extent that it ex- 
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ceeds 22 cents per 100 pounds, whicli 
rate is prescribed for the future; 
Jan, 4, p. 66. 

National Refrigerator & Butchers’ Sup- 
ply Co. vs, St. Louis, Iron Mountain 
& Southern Railway Co. et al. No. 
4384. Fourth Section Application Nos. 
4218 and 1952. Opinion No. 2260 (26 
I. Cc. C. Rep, p. 524). Submitted April 
27, 1912. Decided March 5, 1913. (1) 
Rate of 43 cents per 100 pounds 
charged for the transportation of five 
less-than-carload shipments of butch- 
ers’ blocks from Whitewater, Mo., to 
Memphis, Tenn., found to have been 
unreasonable and unduly discrimina- 
tory to the extent that it exceeded a 
rate of 30 cents per 100 pounds. (2) 
Rate of 49 cents per 100 pounds 
charged for the transportation of 
three less-than-carload shipments of 
butchers’ blocks from New Memphis, 
Ill., to Memphis, Tenn., found to have 
been unreasonable to the extent that 
it exceeded the aggregate of the in- 
termediate rates in force at the time. 
Reparation awarded. (3) Louisville & 
Nashville Railroad Co. found to have 
justified the charging of higher rates 
for transportation of butchers’ blocks 
in less-than-carload shipments from 
New Memphis, Ill., to Memphis, Tenn., 
than from St. Louis, Mo., to Memphis, 
and its application under the fourth 
section of the act, in so far as it re- 
lates to said traffic, granted. (4) De- 
fendants’ application under the fourth 
section pertaining to rates on the 
traffic in question from Whitewater 
to Memphis and from Whitewater to 
New Orleans, denied: April 26, p. 900. 

National Wool Growers’ Association vs. 
Oregon Short Line et al. (See Wool, 
Hides and Pelts.) : 

Natural Phosphate Co. vs. Louisville 
& Nashville et al.; April 5, p. 769. 

New Kentucky Coal Co. vs. Louisville 
& Nashville Railroad Co. et al. No. 
4492. Opinion No. 2234 (26 I. C. C. 
Rep, p. 417). Submitted June 10, 
1912. Decided March 5, 1913. Com- 
plainant shipped coke in carloads via 
defendants’ lines from certain Vir- 
ginia points to Chicago, Ill, and 
thence, upon reconsignment, to vari- 
ous points beyond. Transportation 
charges were collected on basis of the 
rates to and from Chicago. Through 
rates were in force at the time, 
which were lower than the combina- 
tions on Chicago. Complainant 
claims that the through rates should 
have been applied; Held: (1) As to 
the shipments that moved to Chicago 
via the Louisville & Nashville and 
Chicago, Indianapolis & Louisville 
lines, through rates were applicable 
and should have been charged. Repa- 
ration awarded accordingly. (2) Un- 
der the tariffs of the Louisville & 
Nashville and Cleveland, Cincinnati, 
Chicago & St. Louis lines, recon- 
signment at Chicago on basis of the 
through rates was not authorized, and 
reparation on these shipments is de- 
nied; April 5, p. 758. 


Newman J. J. Lumber Co. vs. Missis- 


sippi Central Railroad Co. et al. No. 
4627. Opinion No. 2160 (26 I. C. C. 
Rep., p. 97). Submitted June 21, 1912. 
Decided Feb. 3, 1913. Shipments of 
lumber from McCallum and Sumrall, 
Miss., to St. Albans, Vt., misrouted 
by New Orleans & Northeastern Rail- 
road, and shipper deprived of recon- 
signing privilege. Routing provisions 
of fast freight line billing book held 
to apply. Reparation awarded. Feb. 
22, p. 475. 


New Pittsburgh Coal Co. vs. Hocking 


Valley Railway Co. No. 4274. Opinion 
No. 2167 (26 I. C. C. Rep., p. 121). 
Submitted Jan. 20. 1913. Decided Feb. 
4, 1913. Rate of 85 cents per net ton 
on “lake-cargo coal’ from the Hock- 
ing district of Ohio to the docks at 
Toledo, when for transhipment to 
points beyond, found not to have been 
unreasonable at the time complain- 
ant’s shipments were transported. 
The Commission is without authority 
to award reparation in any case un- 
less it can conclude that the rate as- 
sailed was in violation of the act to 
regulate commerce during the period 
the shipments in question moved 
Complaint dismissed; Feb. 22, p. 482. 


News-Times Publishing Co. vs. Atchi- 


son, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Co. 
et al. No. 4941. Opinion No. 2227 
(26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 395). Submitted 
Jan. 16, 1913. Decided March 11, 1913. 


Oregon, 


Complainant alleged that defendants 
violated the act by charging for the 
transportation of a certain publica- 
tion rates based upon the inclusion of 
that publication in the first class with 
magazines; that said publication is 
in fact a part or supplement of the 
Sunday editions of certain newspa- 
pers, and as such is entitled to be 
grouped in second class, under the 
description in Western Classification 
of ‘“‘newspaper supplements, folded 
(not sewed).’’ Reparation is asked. 
It appears from the evidence that the 
publication in question is in form 
and general appearance not distin- 
guishable from magazines of the 
larger size; that it is not folded, and 
that it is sewed or stitched with 
wire; Held: (1) That while this pub- 
lication is used solely as a supple- 
ment to certain newspapers, its char- 
acter as a magazine is not thereby 
lost or destroyed. (2) That in the 
absence of proof that the rate charged 
was unreasonable or discriminatory, 
the complaint should be dismissed; 
March 29, p. 720. 


Oklahoma, Corporation Commission, etc. 


(See Corporation Commission of Ok- 
lahoma.) 

Oklahoma, Corporation Commission of, 
vs. Abilene & Southern et al. (See 
Corporation Commission, etc.) 

Oklahoma Portland Cement Co. vs. Mis- 
souri, Kansas & Texas Ry. Co. et al. 
No. 4203. Opinion No. 2317 (27 I. C. 
C. Rep, p. 101). Submitted Jan. 24, 
1912. Decided May 12, 1913. Carload 
rates on Portland cement from Ada, 
Okla., to northern and central Texas 
points found unduly prejudicial as 
compared with rates from Harrys and 
Eagle Ford, Tex., to Oklahoma points. 
Rates prescribed southbound not 
higher than rates contemporaneously 
— northbound; June 14, p. 


Omaha Grain Exchange vs. Chicago, 


Burlington & Quincy R. R. Co. et al. 
No. 5000. Opinion No. 2256 (26 I. C. 
C. Rep, p. 553). Submitted Feb. 8, 
1913. Decided April 8, 1913. Upon 
prayer for the _ establishment of 
through route via Billings, Mont., and 
joint rates on wheat from points on 
the Great Northern Railway, Great 
Falls to Billings, Mont., to Omaha, 
Neb.; Held: (1) That defendants 
should establish and maintain through 
route and joint rates on wheat ap- 
plicable thereto via Billings, Mont., 
from stations on the Great Northern 
Railway’s Great Falls-Billings line, 
Hesper to Spion Kop, inclusive, not 
higher than the rates contemporane- 
ously maintained from the same 
points of origin to Minneapolis via the 
Great Northern. (2) If defendants 
prefer to establish through route and 
the same joint rates via their longer 
interstate route via Sioux City, Ia., 
they may apply for an amended order; 
April 26, p, 907. 

Railroad Commission of, vs. 
Oregon R. R. & Nav. Co. et al. (See 
Wool, Hides and Pelts.) 


Ozark Cooperage & Lumber Co. vs. 


St. Louis & San Francisco Railroad 
Co. et al. No. 3411. Opinion No. 
2170 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 132). Sub- 
mitted April 24, 1911. Decided Feb. 
2, 1913. Rates for the transportation 
of cooperage stock in carloads from 
Black Rock, Trumann and Grassy 
Lake, Ark., to Brownsville, Tex., not 
found to have been unreasonable. 
Complaint dismissed; Feb. 22, p. 486. 


Pabst Brewing Co. vs. Chicago, Mil- 


waukee & St. Paul Railway Co. et al. 
No 3225. (Sub-No. 2.) Opinion No. 
2137 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 4). Sub- 
mitted June 10, 1912. Decided Jan. 
13, 1913. This proceeding was insti- 
tuted primarily for the purpose of de- 
termining whether the Commission 
should reconsider its views previously 
announced with respect to certain 
cases involving the matter of repara- 
tion on specific shipments of empty 
beer packages in carloads returned to 
Milwaukee, Wis., from various points 
on the Missouri River and in Kansas 
and Missouri. The Commission has 
now considered the rates assailed not 
only in and of themselves, and by 
comparison with the rates on other 
commodities, but from the viewpoint 
of being predicated on the outbound 
movement of the loaded package, and 
is unable to condemn them as un- 
reasonable or otherwise in violation of 
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the act to regulate commerce, ex- 
cept as to shipments from Hutchin- 
son, Kan., embraced within Case No. 
3225 (Sub. No. 2). With respect to 
such shipments reparation is awarded 
to basis of a rate of 24 cents per 100 
pounds; Feb. 8, p. 354. 

Pacific Creamery Co. vs. Southern Pa- 
cific Co. et al. No. 5009. Opinion 
No. 2275 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 578). 
Submitted March 20, 1913. Decided 
April 8, 1913. Defendants apply to 
the transportation of paper labels in 
less than carloads via rail and water 
from New York, N. Y., to Creamery, 
Ariz., their first-class rate of $3.50 
per 100 pounds; Held: That this 
rate is unreasonable, and that for the 
future the rate on this commodity 
between the points in question should 
not exceed the rate contemporaneous- 
ly maintained on paper wrappers or 
printed wrapping paper. Reparation 
awarded; May 3, p. 961. 

Pacific Stationery & Printing Co. vs. 
Oregon-Washington Railroad & Navi- 
gation Co. et al. No. 4951. Opinion 
No. 2223 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 370). 
Submitted Nov. 7, 1912. Decided 
March i1, 1913. Double first-class 
rate charged for transportation of 
certain less-than-carload shipments of 
rotary mimeographs from Chicago, 
Ill., to Portland, Ore., found to have 
been unreasonable and rate of one 
and one-half times first class pre- 
scribed for the future. Reparation 
awarded; April 5, p. 749. 


Paducah Cooperage Co. vs. Illinois Cen- 


tral Railroad Co. No. 3702. Opinion 
No. 2091 (25 I. C. C. Rep, p. 372). 
Submitted April 25, 1911. Decided 
Nov. 11, 1912. Minimum weight of 
20,000 pounds applicable to shipments 
of barrels in carloads from Paducah, 
Ky., to New Orleans, La., found to 
have been unduly discriminatory to 
the extent that it exceeded 12,000 
pounds, subject to Rule 24-C of 
Southern Classification. Reparation 
awarded; Jan. 11, p. 105. 


Parlin & Orendorff Plow Co. of St. 


Louis vs. United States Express Co. 


No. 5132. Opinion No. 2268 (26 I. C. 
Cc. C. Rep, p. 561). Submitted Oct. 
15, 1912. Decided April 8, 1913. Ex- 


press package with incorrect destina- 
tion marked thereon by shipper was 
offered for transportation with receipt 
already filled out by shipper and 
showing correct destination. Carrier, 
before signing receipt, changed desti- 
nation shown thereon to agree with 
that marked on package, and then 
transported the package to the latter 
destination; Held: That the car- 
rier in issuing receipt was not bound 
to call attention to the change in 
destination thereon, and should not be 
required to return the goods without 
charges; May 17, p. 1070. 


Josiah Partridge & Sons Co. et al. vs. 


Pennsylvania Railroad Co. et al. No. 
4490. Opinion No. 2251 (26 I. Cc. C. 
Rep, 484). Submitted Nov. 7, 1912. 
Decided March 5, 1913. Maintenance 
of minimum carload weight of 10,000 
pounds on chairs, not otherwise speci- 
fied, set up, from Lewisburg, Pa., 
to Jersey City, N. J., found to be 
unjustly discriminatory against com- 
Plainants and unduly preferential to 
shippers from other points from which 
the same commodity is transported 
under a minimum carload weight of 
8,000 pounds; April 12, p. 812. 


Patillo C. M. vs. Atlanta & West Point 


Railroad Co. et al. No. 4770. Opinion 
No. 2151 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 65). 
Submitted Aug. 18, 1912. Decided 
Dec. 2, 1912. Rate of 93 cents per 
100 pounds for the transportation of 
household goods in carloads from 
West Point, Ga., to Waco, Tex., found 
to have been unreasonable to the ex- 
tent that it exceeded 77 cents. Repa- 
ration awarded; Feb. 22, p. 472. 


People’s Fuel & Supply Co. vs. Grand 


Trunk Western Railway Co. et al. 
No. 5099. Opinion No. 2305 (27 I. C. 
C. Rep. p. 24). Submitted April 12, 
1913. Decided May 6. 1913. Follow- 
ing Investigation and Suspension Case 
No. 94, 24 Cc. C., 660; Held: (1) 
That a‘reciprocal switching arrange- 
ment entered into between carriers, 
under which the rates to Chicago are 
to include deliveries to all points with- 
in the switching district when the 
rate is not less than 2.5 cents per 
100 pounds, or the charges mot less 
than $15 per car, may not reasonably 
be made to increase the charges 
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against the shippers and consignees 
of ice, because under such arrange- 
ment the delivering carrier is al- 


lowed a larger proportion of the total 


charges. (2) That the burden of proof 
of the reasonableness of rates in- 
creased after Jan, 1, 1910, is upon 
the carriers, both as to the total or 
through charges and the separate- 
ly established or separately stated 
charges which make up such total. 


(3) That where the burden of proof 
is not sustained as to a separately 
stated increased charge. which is a 
part of the through charge, the 
through charge has not been shown to 
be reasonable. (4) Increased charges 
upon shipments of 
Lake, Wis., to complainant’s plant in 
Chicago not shown to be reasonable. 
Reparation awarded; May 24, p. 1120. 


Philadelphia Veneer & Lumber Co., In- | 


Central Railroad Co. 
No. 4630. Opin- 


corporated, vs. 
of New Jersey et al. 


ion No. 2120 (25 I. C, C. Rep, p. 653). 
Submitted June 3, 1912. Decided Jan 
7, 1913. Rates of 31 cents per 100 


pounds, all-rail, and 29 cents per 100 


pounds, rail-and-water, for the trans- | 


Spanish cedar 
Y., to Knox- 


portation of imported 
logs from New York, N. 
ville, Tenn., not found 
or unduly discriminatory. 
dismissed; Feb. 1, p. 293. 
Pittsburgh Steel Co. vs. Lake 
Michigan Southern Ry. Co. et al. 


Complaint 


Shore & 
No. 


4650. Opinion No. 2828 (27 I. C. C. 
Rep, p. 173). Submitted March 15, 
1913. Decided May 29, 1913. After 
careful deiiberation upon all the ele- 
ments in this case, together with a | 


consideration of the relation of this 


case to all the other cases in the group | 


of which it is one, and which togethe: 
affect the vital part of the total traffic 
of all these carriers; Held: That 
the rate on iron ore from Lake Erie 
ports to the Pittsburgh district should 


not be higher than to the Wheeling 
district; June 21, p. 1325. 

Pole Stock Lumber Co. vs, Gulf. & Ship 
Island Railroad Co. et al. No. 4164. 
Opinion No. 2242 (26 I. C. C. Rep, D. 
451). Same vs. Yazoo & Mississippi 
Valley Railroad Co. et al. No. 4251. 
Submitted Feb. 6, 1912. Decided 


March 5, 1913. The complainant for- 
warded a number of carloads of lum- 
ber from points in Mississippi and 
Louisiana to South Chicago, Ill, and 


ice from _ Silver | 


unreasonable | 


| 


directed routing via Louisville, Ky. A|} 


combination rate of 30 cents was ap- 


plied. At the same time, defendants, 
with the exception of the New Or- 
leans & Northeastern Railroad, were 


parties to a tariff naming a joint rate 
of 24 cents from points of origin to 
destination which reserved to the car- 


riers the right to route all shipments| 


the 
not 


of lumber and articles taking 
same rates, but the tariff did 
specify any particular routes. 
ing to the principle announced in 
Kettler Lumber Co. vs. G. & §S. I. 
i a. Cee > ae ae Be ee ee Held: 


Adher- | 


That in the absence of routing direc- | 


tions in the tariff the joint rate of 24 
cents was applicable to such ship- 
ments as moved over the lines of de- 
fendants concurring in said joint rate; 
that as to such shipments participat- 
ed in by the New Orleans 
eastern Railroad it was the 
the initial carrier, a party to 
joint rate of 24 cents, to 
the shipments as to secure to them 
the joint rate, and that not having 
done so the shipments were misrouted 


Reparation awarded: April 5, p 777 
Portner Brewing Co. vs. Southern Rail- 


duty of 
the 


way Co. No. 4613. Opinion No. 2122 
(25 I. C. C. Rep, p. 659). Submitted 
July 11, 1912. Decided Jan. 7, 1913. 


The assembling of empty packages at 
one point, when the filled packages 
were shipped to several points, in or- 
der to obtain sufficient for return car- 
load shipments, is contrary to rule 
of Southern Classification. Returned 


empty-package rate applies only from | 


and to the points between which the 
oes shipment moved; Feb. 1, p. 
Proprietary Association of America vs. 
New York Central & Hudson River 
Railroad Co. et al. No. 4468. Opin- 
ion No. 2210 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 318). 
Submitted Nov. 8, 1912. Decided 
March 65, 1913. First-class rates 


charged for transportation of printed 
advertising circulars, 
manacs, 


pamphlets, al- 


etc., between points in Of- 


& North-| 


so route) 


| 








ficial Classification territory not found 
to be unreasonable. Complaint dis- 
missed; March 22, p. 665. 

Public Service Commission of Washing- 
ton vs. Northern Pacific Railway Co. 


et al. No. 3769. Opinion No. 2199 
26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 272). Decided 
Jan. 6, 1913. Petition for rehearing 


herein denied and an order entered in 
accordance with the views announced 
by the Commission in its original re- 
port; March 15, p. 616. 
Pulp & Paper Manufacturers’ Traffic 
Association vs. Chicago, Milwaukee & 


St. Paul Railway Co. et al. No. 5327. 
Opinion No. 2316 (27 I, C. C. Rep, p. 
83). Submitted April 2, 1913. De- 


cided May 12, 1913. Rates on pulp 
wood in carloads from points in Min- 
nesota to points in Wisconsin and 
the upper peninsula of Michigan 
found to be unreasonable. Reason- 
able maximum rates for the future 
prescribed from points 


en route to the gateways, applicable 
upon shipments destined to points in 
Wisconsin and the upper peninsula of 


Michigan; June 7, p, 1205. 

Railroad Commission of Montana vs. 
Northern Pacific Railway Co. et al. 
No. 4356. Opinion No. 2230 (26 I. 
Cc. © Rep, p. 407). Submitted Dec. 
3, 1912. Decided Feb. 4, 1913. Com- 


plaint attacks 
chinery in carload and 
carload quantities from Butte, Mont., 
to Wardner, Mullan, Wallace and 
Rathdrum, Idaho, and Spokane, 
Wash. No one familiar with the 
character or extent of the business 
of the concern on whose behalf the 
complaint was filed appeared 
hearing. Held: That the Commission 
cannot base its orders upon mere 
rate comparisons pointed out from 
tariffs on file, but should be fully 
advised of the facts and conditions 
Complaint dismissed without preju- 
dice; April 5, p. 755. 
Refuge Cotton Oil Co. et al vs. St. 
Louis, Iron Mountain & Southern Ry. 


Co, et al. No. 5050. Opinion No. 
2322 (27 I. C. C. Rep, p. 117). Sub- 
mitted April 12, 1913. Decided May 
13, 1913. Complainants contend that 
existing rates on cotton seed from 
points on the St. Louis, Iron Moun- 
tain & Southern Ry. Co. in Arkan- 


sas and Louisiana to Vicksburg, Miss., 


are unreasonable as compared with 
rates on the same commodity to St 
Louis, “Mo.; Memphis, Tenn., and 


Natchez, Miss., and ask that just and 
reasonable rates be established. In 


the absence of a complaint covering 
this feature, which makes it impos- 
sible to issue such an order in this 
proceeding, the Commission recom- 
mends the establishment of joint 
through rates by the St. Louis, Iron 
Mountain & Southern Ry. and the 


Vicksburg, Shreveport & Pacific Ry.; 
June 14, p. 1255. 

Rhinelander Paper Co. vs. Minneapolis, 
St. Paul & Sault Ste. Marie Railway 
Co. No, 4341. Opinion No. 2162 (26 
I. C. C. Rep, p. 104). Submitted July 
23, 1912. Decided Feb. 3, 1913. (1) 
Rate of 6 cents per 100 pounds for 
Transportation of pulp wood in car- 
loads from Trenary, Delta Junction 
and Manistique, Mich., to Rhinelander, 
Wis., not shown to have been un- 
reasonable or unjustly discrimina- 
tory. (2) Rate of 7% cents per 100 
pounds for the transportation of pulp 
wood in carloads from Whitedale, Bo- 
vee, Christiansen Spur, and Spur No. 
447, Mich.. to Rhinelander, Wis., found 
to have been umreasonable and un- 
justly discriminatory to the extent 
that it exceeds 6% cents per 100 
pounds, Reparation awarded; Feb. 22, 
p. 478. 

Riverside Mills vs. 
et al. No. 4522. Opinion No. 2107 
(25 I. Cc. C. Rep. p. 434). Submitted 
June 19, 1912. Decided Dec. 9, 1912 
(1) Charges collected for the trans- 
portation of two shipments of cotton- 
factory sweepings from Augusta, Ga., 
to Lockland, O.. found to have ben 
unreasonable. Reparation awarded. 
(2) Carload minimum weights should 
be established with reference to the 
loading capacity of the car. If car- 
riers desire to protect themselves from 
unduly low charges per car, they 
should do so by regulating the rate, 
and not by prescribing minimum 
weights which can only be loaded in 


Georgia Railroad 


in Minnesota | 
to the gateways and to junction points | 


rates on mining ma- | 
less-than- | 


at the | 








cars of unusual size. (3) It is incum- 
bent upon carriers to furnish cars 
that will ordinarily contain the min- 
imum weight which they have estab- 
lished, or to publish a rule that will 
provide for charging shippers on that 
basis, when unable to furnish such 
cars; Jan. 11, p. 125. 

Robertson Paper So. vs. Rutland Rail- 
road Co. et al. No. 4927. Opinion No. 


2237 (26 I. C. C, Rep, p. 430). Sub- 
mitted Jan. 14, 1913. Decided March 
10, 1913. Transcontinental rates on 


plain manila wrapping paper im car- 
loads are 75 cents per 100 pounds; on 
the same paper oiled or greased, 90 
cents, and on waxed paper, 120 cents. 
On a petition alleging unreasonable- 
ness and undue prejudice in the rates 
on oiled, greased and waxed papers 
and praying that the 75-cent rate be 
made applicable on all wrapping pa- 
pers; Held: That wrapping paper, 
as understood in the paper trade, is 
a generic name covering many grades; 
that oiled, greased and waxed papers 
are separate and distinct commodi- 
ties not only from the plain paper 
from which they are made, but also 
from each other; and that rates ap- 
plied on oiled and waxed papers not 
having been shown to be unreason- 
able. or the prejudice to which those 
commodities are subjected to be un- 


due, the complaint should be dis- 
missed; April 5, p. 773. 

Robinson Land & Lumber Co. vs. Mo- 
bile & Ohio Railroad Co. No. 5045. 
Opinion No. 2236 (26 I. C, C. Rep, p. 
427). Submitted Jan. 11, 1913. De- 
cided March 11, 1913. An advance 


from approximately 4 cents to 5 cents 


per 100 pounds in the rate on lum- 
ber from Chicora, Miss., to Mobile, 
Ala., found to have been justified by 
defendants, Complaint dismissed ; 
April 5, p. 772. 

Robinson Lumber Veneer & Box Co. 
et al. vs. Louisville & Nashville et 


al. (See Blue Grass Lumber Co. et al. 
vs. Louisville & Nashville et al.) 
Rock Spring Distilling Co. et al. vs. Illi- 


nois Central Railroad Co. et al. No. 
4901. Opinion No. 2310 (27 I. C. C. Rep 
p. 54). Submitted Sept. 9, 1912. De- 


cided May 6, 1913. Complainants al- 
lege that the rates on cattle between 
Owensboro, Ky., and East St. Louis, 
Ill., Chicago, Ill, and New York, N. 
Y., are unjust, unreasonable and dis- 
criminatory as compared with the 
rates from the same points to Evans- 
ville, Ind., Louisville, Ky., and Cin- 
cinnati, O. Held: (1) That the rate 
from East St. Louis to Owensboro 
shall not exceed 15 cents per 100 
pounds, with a minimum weight of 
20,000 pounds. (2) That the rate from 
Chicago to Owensboro shall not ex- 
ceed $32 per car. (3) With respect to 
the rates from Owensboro to New 
York, complainants having failed to 
join as parties defendant all of the 
earriers participating in this rate, the 
Commission is without power to enter 
an order in regard thereto. (4) 
Reparation denied; May 31, p. 1162. 

St. Louis Blast Furnace Co. vs. Chesa- 
peake & Ohio et al. (See St. Louis 
Blast Furnace Co. vs. Louisville & 
Nashville et al.) 

St. Louis Blast Furnace Co. vs. Louis- 
ville & Nashville Railroad Co. et al. 


No. 4910. Opinion No. 2219 (1. C. C. 
Rep, p. 26). No. 4910 (Sub-Nos. 1 
and 2). Same vs. Chesapeake & Ohio 


Railway Co. et al. No. 4910 (Sub-No. 
3). A. P. De Camp, as Lessee of the 
St. Louis Blast Furnace Co. vs. Balti- 


more & Ohio Railroad Co. et al. Sub- 
mitted Nov. 11, 1912. Decided March 
11,. 1913. Charges imposed upon 


complainants’ shipments of coke from 
points in Virginia, West Virginia and 
Pennsylvania to Carondelet, Mo., not 
found unreasonable or unjustly dis- 
criminatory. Complaints dismissed; 
April 5, p. 746. 

St. Louis, Springfield & Peoria Railroad 


et al. vs. Peoria & Pekin Union Rail- 
way Co. No. 4795. Opinion No. 2193 
(26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 226). Submitted 
Nov. 22, 1912. Decided Feb. 10, 1913 
(1) Complainants operate lines ‘of 


interurban electric railway into Peo- 
ria, Ill., working under a common ar- 
rangement with other electric lines, 
all known as the Illinois Traction 
System. Defendant is essentially a 
terminal company and at Peoria fur- 
nishes all terminal facilitigs and serv- 
ices in connection therewith to nine 
steam roads, and partial facilities and 
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services to the other two steam roads 
that reach the city. Defendant also 
performs switching services on traf- 
fic from or to the lines of another 
steam carrier at Pekin, 8.8 miles 
distant from Peoria. (2) Complain- 
ants have terminal facilities in Peoria 
and seek an interchange of traffic 
with defendant by the establishment 
of through routes. Defendant as- 
serts “‘the right to absolutely refuse 
the use of its terminals and facilities 
to complainants’ under Section 3 of 
the Act, but is willing to permit their 
use upon the same terms and condi- 
tions accepted by the lines which are 
without any terminals and facilities in 
Peoria. (3) The Commission finds 
that these terms are prohibitive for 
the services actually sought by com- 
plainants and that the defendant, in 
effect, endeavors to compel them to 
pay for services which they do not 
desire and of which they can make 
no use. If the defendant receives fair 
compensation for the service which 
the complainants desire it to perform, 
there can be no question of the con- 
fiscation of property, as alleged by 
defendant. The terminal properties 
of carriers, like all other parts of 
their property, are devoted to the 
public use and must be treated exact- 
ly as all other parts of the property 
of common carriers are treated in 
carrying out the spirit and letter of 
regulatory statutes. Defendant is not 
asked to “give’’ the use of its ter- 
minal properties, nor any part of 
them, to any other carrier. It is 
asked to perform a service upon rea- 
sonable and just terms. The perform- 
ance of such a service is the very rea- 
son of its existence. If the conten- 
tion of defendant to the effect that its 
terminal properties are absolutely 
subject to its determining will were 
to be upheld, every community in 
this country would, to that extent, 
be absolutely at the mercy of those 
who control the existing terminals. 
Terminal properties are devoted to 
the public use of the whole of the 
communities in which they have been 
created. They are not a preempted 


Should encircle the ends of Sea Gull 
boxes is unjust, unreasonable and dis- 
criminatory. Complainant’s box should 
be accepted without penalty. (2) “It 
is not just or fair to the shipping pub- 
lic to promulgate as a basis for de- 
termining rates a classification the 
terms of which are indefinite or im- 
practicable of application, either in 
whole or in part.’’—Pacific Coast Bis- 
cuit Co. vs: 8. P. & 8. Ry. Co., 20 
I. Cc. C., 546, at 549. (4) The duty 
should be placed upon carriers’ agents 
to notify shippers whenever their con- 
tainers do not comply with specifica- 
tions laid down in classification rules. 
This responsibility should rest upon 
the initial carrier. (5) Reparauon 
will be awarded; June 28, p. 1387. 


Seott Paper Co. vs. Pennsylvania Rail- 


road Co. et al. No. 4094. Opinion No 
2280 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 601). Sub- 
mitted Nov. 7, 1912. Decided April 
7, 1913. Rates on toilet paper from 
Philadelphia, Pa., to points in Cen- 
tral Freight Association territory not 
found to be unreasonable or unjustiy 
discriminatory as compared with rates 
from Albany, N. Y. Complaint dis- 
missed; May 10, p. 1018. 


Sheip, Henry H. Manufacturing Co. vs. 


Atlantic Coast Line Railroad Co. et 
al. No. 4633. Opinion No. 2181 (26 
I. C. C. Rep, p. 178). Submitted May 
6, 1912. Decided Dec. 9, 1912. Rate 
of 63 cents per 100 pounds for the 
transportation of a carload of cigar- 
box lumber from Tampa, Fla., to 
Philadelphia, Pa., found to have been 
unreasonable to the extent that it 
exceeded 32 5 cents. Reparation 


awarded; March 1, p. 530. 
Sheridan Chamber of Commerce vs. 


Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Rail- 
road Co. et al. No. 4947. Opinion 
No. 2290 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 638). 
Same vs, Same. No. 5078. Same 
vs Same. No. 5079. Submitted Dec. 
7, 1912. Decided April 15, 1913. Com- 
plaint Was made of the rates on coal 
from Sheridan, Wyo., to points in 
Nebraska and South Dakota on the 
line of the Chicago & North Western 
and the Chicago, Milwaukee & St. 
Paul, and to points east and west of 





carried back as far as Okaton, S. D. 
(6) <A differential of 25 cents is a 
reasonable allowance for the differ- 
ence in the distance from Sheridan 
and from the Northern Pacific mines 
to points of destination involved in 
No. 5079 within 500 miles of Sheridan. 
As the distance to points of destina- 
tion increases, the differential be- 
tween the rates from Sheridan and 
from Red Lodge should be further 
contracted, so as not to exceed 15 
cents to points between 500 and 600 
miles distant and not to exceed 5 
cents to points between 600 and 700 
miles distant. To points over 700 
miles distant the rate from Sheridan 
should be the same as the rate from 
Red Lodge; May 10, p. 1025. 


Shoal Creek Coal Co. vs. Toledo, St. 


Louis & Western R. R. Co. et al. No. 
4480. Opinion No. 2319 (27 I. Cc. C. 
Rep, p. 107). Submitted Nov. 8, 1912. 
Decided May 12, 1913. Advances in 
rates on bituminous coal from “‘Pan- 
ama, Ill, mines to Burlington, Fort 
Madison, and Keokuk, Iowa, not jus- 
tified by defendants; June 14, p. 1252. 


Shoupe, J. R. & Co. vs. Trinity & 


3razos Valley Railway Co. et al. No. 
5044. Opinion No. 2272 (26 I. C. C. 
Rep, p. 570). Submitted Oct. 31, 1912. 
Decided April 8, 1913. Charges at a 
rate of 42 cents per 100 pounds for 
the transportation of four carloads of 
ash lumber from Jackson, Tex., to 
St. Louis, Mo., found to have been 
unreasonable to the extent that they 
exceeded charges that would have ac- 
crued at a rate of 24 cents per 100 
pounds. Reparation awarded; April 
26, p. 912. 


Sims, Joe C, vs. Montpelier & Wells 


River Railroad et al. No. 4669. Opin- 
ion No. 2200 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 275). 
Submitted July 6, 1912. Decided Feb. 
10, 1913. Rate charged for the trans- 
portation of granite and stone blocks 
or slabs from Louisville, Ky., to Leb- 
anon, Ky., as a part of the through 
rates from Barre, Vt., and Bedford, 
Ind., found unreasonable. Reparation 


awarded on two shipments from Barre, 


Vt.; March 15, p. 617. 


Snow Lumber Co. et al vs. Pennsylva- 





domain, against which the public can Billings. Mont., on the line of the nia et al. (See Standard Mirror Co.. 

assert no rights and upon which it Northern Pacific Comparisons are etc.) 
may impose no duties. If such a made of distances and rates from Southern Furniture Manufacturers’ As- 
doctrine were to be accepted every Sheridan, Hudson, and from Illinois sociation vs. Southern Railway Co. et 
growing community would find it im- and Indiana coal fields to points of al No. 4585. Opinion No. 2094 (25 
possible to accept and encourage the destination on the Chicago & North I. C. C. Rep, p. 379). Fourth Section 
service of carriers still to be created Western herein involved. Similar Application No. 1548. Submitted Oct. 
at reasonably convenient points with- comparisons are made of distances and 24, 1912. Decided Dec. 2, 1912. (1) 
in their respective boundaries. (4) rates from Sheridan. Roundup, Mont., Rates on bedroom furniture and chairs 
The Commission is of the opinion that and from Illinois coal fields to points from points in Carolina territory to 
it is the duty of the defendant to of destination on the Chicago, Mil- Pacific coast points, north Pacific 
perform for the complainants those waukee & St. Paul herein involved. coast terminals and points taking the 
services which they desire it to per- Sheridan mines are at a disadvantage same rates, found to be unjustly dis- 
a form and no others, and to be paid of from 85 cents to $1 in competing criminatory as compared with rates 
on for such as it performs and for no at points on the Northern Pacific upon the same commodities to the 
wd others; and that the complainants are with the mines located on that rail- same destinations from Virginia cities 
es entitled to through routes on inter- road. Held: (1) The great discrep- and points in eastern and New Eng- 
. state traffic passing through Peoria to | ancy between the rates from Sheridan land territories. (2) The fourth-sec- 
4 points on their lines, and from inter- and from Hudson to the same points tion application herein, seeking au- 
) state points to industries on the lines of destination on the Chicago & thority to continue lower rates on 
of defendant in Peoria, and from such | North Western and between rates furniture and chairs from Basic City, 
* industries to interstate points reached from Sheridan and Roundup to the Galax, Burkeville and other points 
is if by complainants; March 8, p. 583. same points of destination on the in Virginia to Pacific coast terminals 
& Seaboard Refining Co., Ltd., vs. Ala- Chicago, Milwaukee & St, Paul can- and Pacific slope points, other than 
bama Great Southern Railroad Co. | not be justified on the ground that are concurrently maintained upon the 
a et_al. No. 4367. Opinion No, 2135 the movement from Sheridan involves same commodities from Carolina ter- 
. os I as C. ep. p. 702). Submitted a two-line haul. (2) Where the phy- ritory to the same destinations, is 
c May 13, 1912. Decided Jan. 7, 1913. sical connection between connecting aenied. (3) Reparation disallowed; 

i Error of Texas & Pacific Railway Co. carriers is as simple as in these small Jan. 11, p. 106. 

me in refusing to issue regular bill of western towns, involving no expen- Southwestern Missouri Millers’ Club vs. 
“ lading, as required by its tariff, found sive terminal service, the adiitional St. Louis & San Francisco Railroad 
ae to have resulted in the exaction of cost due to the switching movement is Co. et al. No. 4829. Opinion No. 2195 
a unjust and unreasonable charges for very small, so small, in fact, that it (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 245). Southwest- 
‘b- —— transportation of cottonseed oil| may not properly be made the basis ern Millers’ League vs. Union Pa- 
ch Ching a and Texas points to of an additional charge for a two- cific Railroad Co. No. 5220. Same 
yon R leago, Til, and Cleveland, Ohio. | line haul of substantial length. (3) vs. Chicago, Burlington & Quincy 
cm as se awarded; Feb. 1, p. 311. The facts in these cases demonstrate Railroad Co. No. 5220 (Sub-No. 1). 
nd —— ull Specialty Co. vs. Baltimore | the necessity of promulgating rates Same vs. Missouri Pacific Railway 
not ae Packet Co. et al. No. 5267. | which will allow this coal to find a Co. No. 5220 (Sub-No. 2). Same vs. 
is- Opinion No. 2344 (27 I. C. C. Rep, p. | market in the territory described. In St. Louis & San Francisco Railroad 
aa: 267). Submitted April 5, 1913. De- order to accomplish this result there Co. No. 5220 (Sub-No. 3). Same vs. 
’ cided June 5, 1913. Complaint was must be a free interchange of traffic Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Rail- 
vad brought against the charge of 20 per at reasonable joint rates. (4) Joint way Co. No, 5220 (Sub-No. 4). Same 
ail- cent above third-class rates on ship- rates should be established from the vs. Atchison, Toveka & Santa Fe 
193 ments of baking powder in a fiber mines at Sheridan to the points on Railway Co. No. 5220 (Sub-No. 5). 
ted board container, which respondents the Chicago & North Western which Submitted Jan. 30, 1913. Decided 
913 allege does not comply with the pro- have been specified in the complaint Feb. 4. 1913. Complainants pray for 
of visions of classification rules. Re- in No. 4947, which should in no case reparation, under tariff rules previ- 
be fund is asked of charges in excess of exceed the rate from Hudson, Wyo., ously in effect, for expenditures in- 
ar- third class and the amendment of to the same points of destination, ex- curred in lining and padding cars in 
om rules so as to include complainant’s cept that the rate to common points preparation for flour shipments. Com- 
ion container without penalty: Held: (1) of the Chicago, Burlington & Quincy plainants also ask that in the future 
2 Rule 4(c) of southern classification and the Chicago & North Western defendants be required to provide in 
ur- No. 38 did not authorize the assess- need not be changed. (5) A joint their tariff for reimbursement of ship- 
i ment of a 20 per cent penalty in this rate should be established from pers for such expenditures, or, upon 
ine particular instance. (2) The require- Sheridan to Chamberlain. S. D., not failure to do so, be required to line 
and ment in rule 9(a) of southern classi- to exceed that from Roundup to and pad cars which are to be loaded 
Chamberlain, and this rate should be with flour. Discrimination is al- 


fication No. 39 that metal hands 
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leged on the part of the Missouri 
Pacific Railway Company, which has 
in effect a rule, restricted to business 
originating within the switching lim- 
its of St. Louis, providing reim- 
bursement for car repairs; Held: 
That lining and padding cars for flour 
shipments partakes of the nature of 
private packing rather than of public 
equipment. Provisions for reimburse- 
ment of shippers for such expendi- 
tures would be susceptible to use as 
a subterfuge for the payment of re- 
bates; defendants will not be required 
to make such provision in their tar- 
iffs. Carrier should furnish cars in 
good repair, clean and in proper con- 
dition for transportation. Discrimina- 
tion ordered discontinued. Prayer for 
reparation denied; March 8, p. 590. 


Southwestern Missouri Millers’ Club vs. 


St. Louis & San Francisco Railroad | 


Opinion No. 2288 


Co. et al. No. 5450. 
Submitted 


(26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 630). & 
April 4, 1913. Decided April 7, 
It appears that millers at Springfield, 
Mo., and at various other points upon 
the St. Louis & San Francisco Rail- 
road between Springfield and Bridge 
Junction, Ark., obtain their wheat 
west of Springfield, grind it in tran- 
sit, and ship the product, among oth- 
er distributions, to points on the Rock 


Island road between Bridge Junction | 


and Little Rock, Ark. In the past, 
rates from this originating territory 
to all points between Wister, Okla., 
and Bridge Junction have been the 
same and have applied either via Wis- 
ter or via Bridge Junction. Upon the 


expressed intention of the defendants | 


to close the route via Bridge Junc- 
tion; Held: 


respect to the territory involved, ex- 
cept that lying south of Monett, Mo.; 


that is, from all territory which can | 


be reached at practically the same 
length of haul through Bridge Junc- 
tion as through Wister; 
1023. 

Southwestern Millers’ League vs, Atchi- 
son, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Co. 
et al. No. 4376. Opinion No. 2279 (26 
I. C. C. Rep, p. 399). Decided April 


7, 1913. The original report herein, 
24 7. C. C., 652, modified in con- 
.urmity with the Transit case, 26 I. 


C, C., 204; May 2, p. 968. 

Standard Mirror Co. et al vs. Pennsy!- 
vania R. R. Co. et al, No. 5198 (Sub 
No. 1). Standard Mirror Co. vs. Lake 
Short & Michigan Southern Ry. Co. 


et al, No. 5198 (Sub-No 2). Snow 
Lumber Co. et al vs. Pennsylvania | 
R. R. Co. et al. No. 5198. Opinion 
No. 2332 (27 I. C. C. Rep, p. 200). 
Submitted March 14, 1913. Decided 
May 28, 1913. (1) Present rates on 


window glass, 
giass of specified measurement from 
the Pittsburgh, Pa., district to High 
Point, N. C., found unreasonable to 
the extent that they exceed 40 cents 
per 100 pounds on window glass and 
rolled glass and 53 cents on plate 
glass. (2) Present rate on plate glass 
of specified measurement from Toledo, 
Ohio, to High Point, N. C., foumd un- 
reasonable to the extent that it ex- 
ceeds 64% cents per 100 pounds. (3) 
Former differential from Reynolds: 
ville, Pa., on window and rolled glass 
of 1 cent per 100 pounds over Pitts- 
burgh should be maintained. (4) 
Upon receipt of proper statements 
prepared by complainants and verified 
by defendants, the Commission will 
issue orders of reparation; June 21, 
p. 1336. 

Standard Vitrified Brick Co. et al. vs. 

Rail- 


Chicago, Burlington & Quincy 
road Co. et al. No. 4782. Opinion 
No. 2125 (25 I. C. C. Rep., p. 669) 


Submitted Nov. 29, 1912. Decided Jan. 
7, 1913. Rate of 12% cents per 10) 
pounds on brick from the Kansas gas 
belt to various Chicago, Burlington & 
Quincy stations in Missouri and Iowa 
for an average haul of 400 miles not 
found to be unreasonable or uniustly 
discriminatory. Complaint dismissed: 
Feb. 1, p. 300. 

Stewart & Clark Manufacturing Co. vs 
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway 
Co. et al. No. 4617. Opinion No. 
2221 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 361). Sub- 
mitted Aug. 5, 1912. Decided March 
11, 1913. The rating of double first 
class on speedometers in western 
un- 


classification not shown to be 


rolled glass and plate} 


1913. | 


That the Bridge Junc- | 
tion route should be maintained with | 


May 10, D. | 
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reasonable. Complaint dismissed; 


April 5, p. 748. 

Alfred Struck Co. vs. Louisville & 
Nashville Railroad Co. et al. No. 
4618. Opinion No. 2121 (25 I. Cc. C. 
Rep, p. 656). Submitted June 20, 
1912. Decided Jan. 7, 1913. Interior 
house trimmings “in the white” car- 
ried in Southern Classification held 
not to include trimmings which have 
been treated before shipment to a 
coat of priming or filler and a coat of 
shellac. Classification of interior 
house trimmings as applicable in 
Southern Classification not shown to 
be unreasonable; Feb. 1, p. 295. 

Struck, Alfred, Co. vs. Louisville & 
Nashville Railroad Co. et al. No. 


4311. Opinion No. 2245 (26 I. Cc. C. 
Rep, p. 469). Submitted Feb. 10, 
1912. Decided March 5, 1913. Charges 


on shipments of doors and window 
frames, set up, from Louisville, Ky., 
to Galveston and Houston, Tex., Chat- 
tanooga and Memphis, Tenn., and At- 
lanta Ga., not found unreasonable. 
Complaint dismissed; April 12, p. 806. 
William H. Suffern Grain Co. vs. Illi- 
nois Central R. R. Co. et al. No. 5096. 
Opinion No. 2330 (27 I. C. C. Rep, p. 
192). Submitted Jan. 15, 1913. De- 
cided June 3, 1913. (1) Refusal of de- 
fendants to grant an elevation allow- 
ance on grain at Decatur, IIll., while 
such allowance is made at Cairo, IIl., 
found not to be unjustly discrimina- 
tory. (2) Decatur now has transit 
privilege under which it reaches a 
large portion of Mississippi Valley ter- 
ritory at rates not higher than the 
combination on Cairo. Defendants 
proposed to extend this privilege via 
Illingis Central and connections to all 
points in Mississippi Valley and the 
southeast, and to accord to Decatur 
whatever Cairo has in respect of 
transit on through rates to Louisiana. 
When this is done, the complaint will 
be dismissed; June 21, p. 1332. 
Switzer Lumber Co. vs. Kansas City 
Southern Railway Co. No. 4417. | 
Opinion No, 2112 (25 I. C. C. Rep, p. 
611). Submitted Dec 11, 1911. De- 
cided Dec. 9, 1912. Rate of 18 cents 
per 100 pounds for the transporta- 
tion of lumber in carloads from Sta- 





bles, La., to Ashdown, Ark., found 
to have been unreasonable to the 
extent that it exceeded 10 cents. 


Reparation awarded; Jan. 11, p. 128. 

Taylor, Lafayette, vs. Norfolk & West- 
ern Railway Cc. No. 4679. Opinion 
No, 2113 (25 I. C. C. Rep, p. 613). 
Submitted Oct. 26, 1912. Decided Dec. 
10, 1912. The former rate of $1.20 
a ton for the transportation of coal | 
from the Thacker and Kenova coal | 
fields of West Virginia to Rarden, | 
O., found to have been unreason- | 
able, and reparation awarded on the! 
basis of the subsequently established | 
rate of $1. The latter rate, also com- 
plained of as unreasonable, found not 
to have been excessive; Jan. 18, p. 
157. | 

Texas Cement Plaster Co. vs. St. Louis 
& San Francisco Railroad Co. et al.! 
No. 4425. Opinion No. 2255 (26 I. C.| 
Cc. Rep. p. 508). Submitted May 28, 
1912. Decided March 5, 1913. Com- 
plainant alleges that the failure of 
the Kansas City, Mexico & Orient 
Railway Co. and the St. Louis & San 
Francisco Railroad Co. to establish 
joint through rates on cement plaster 
from Plasterco, Tex., to destinations 
on the line of the St. Louis & San 
Francisco results in unjust discrini- 
ination against its product; Held 
That under the circumstances of this 
ease the defendants should be re- 
quired to establish joint rates from 
said point of origin to points on the| 
line of the St. Louis & San Francisco 
Railroad not exceeding those contem- 
poraneously maintained from Acme, 
Tex., to the same destination; April 
12, p. 821. 

Texas Citv Terminal. 
Wharf Case.) 

Texhoma Mill & Elevator Co. vs. Chi- 
cago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway 
Co. et al. No. 4103. Opinion No. 
2159 (26 I. C. C Rep, p. 94). Sub- 
mitted April 13, 1912. Decided Feb. 3, 
1913. Rate of 2% cents per 100 pounds 
for’ the transportation of grain in 
carloads from Texhoma, Okla., to 
Texhoma, Tex., not found unreason- 
es Complaint dismissed; Feb. 22, 
Pp. b 

Tone Brothers vs. Illinois Central Rail- 





(See Galveston 


XI. 
road Co, et al. No. 3991. Opinion No. 
2201 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 279). Sub- 
mited Oct. 14, 1912. Decided Feb. 4, 
1913. Classification of pepper in 
second class in any quantity under 
Western Classification not found to be 
unreasonable or unduly discrimina- 
tory; March 15, p. 619. 

Tonopah Belmont Co. vs. Atchison, To- 
peka & Santa Fe et al. (see Goldfield 
Consolidated Milling & Transporta- 
tion Co. vs. Atchison, Topeka & Santa 


Fe et al.). 

Transcontinental Commodity Rates 
—“— (see In the Matter of, 
etc.). 

Truckers’ Transfer Co. vs. Charleston 


& Western Carolina Railway Co. No. 


9397. Opinion No. 2345 (27 I. C. C. 
Rep, p. 275). Submitted April 30, 
1913. Decided June 5, 1913. Com- 


plaint was brought by the Truckers’ 
‘Transfer Co., a boat line, asking for 
the establishment of through routes 
and joint rates from certain river 
landings near Port Royal, -S. C., and 
that it be made a connecting carrier 
upon the same basis as its competi- 
tor, the Beaufort Transportation Co.; 
Held: (1) Interstate commerce, not 
being subject to state law, would not 
fall within the prohibition of a char- 
ter granted by a state legislature. In- 
corporation is not a condition prece- 
dent to the right to be a common car- 
rier, so far as interstate transporta- 
tion is concerned. (2) The question 
of establishing joint rates or declin- 
ing to do so rests in the discretion 
of the Commission. (3) When boat 
lines have met all reasonable require- 
ments of connecting railways with re- 
spect to security for freight charges, 
adequacy of service, efficiency of 
management and any other guaranty 
which may justly and lawfully be re- 
quired, they should be permitted to 
establish through routes and publish 
joint rates with their connecting rail- 
ways. (4) The record does not show 
that complainant is capable financial- 
ly and physically to assume the ob- 
ligations which through routes and 
joint rates woud impose upon it. 
Complaint dismissed; June 28. p 1392 

Union Tanning Co. et al. vs. Southern 
Railway Co. et al. No. 4643. Opinion 
No. 2178 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 159). 
Submitted Dec. 28, 1912. Decided Feb. 
4, 1913. (1) Present adjustment of 
rates on leather from tanning points 
in western North Carolina on the 
lines of the Southern Ry. Co. not 
found to be unjustly discriminatory 
or excessive or unreasonable. (2) 
Where the other facts and conditions 
are substantially uniform or similar, 
distance may become the dominating 
factor in the relative adjustment of 
rates, but by reason of the existence 
of controlling facts and conditions, it 
may be a minor factor. The weight 
to be given a comparison of distances 
varies in different cases and the reas- 
onableness of rates should be deter- 
mined by considering all of the facts 
oe together in each case; March 
1, p. 6527. 

United States vs. Wharton & Northern 
Railroad Co. et al. No. 4777. Opinion 
No. 2207 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 309). Sub- 
mitted Nov. 13, 1912. Decided March 
5, 1918. Classification of smokeless 
powder in Official Classification found 
unreasonable and lower classification 
prescribed; March 29, p. 700. 

Virginia-Carolina Chemical Co. vs. At- 
lantic Coast Line R. R. Co. No. 4815. 
Opinion No. 2337 (27 I. C. C. Rep, p. 
234). Submitted Dec. 14, 1912. De- 
cided June 3, 1913. Advanced rates 
for the transportation of fertilizer in 
carloads from Wadesboro, N. C., tn 
various local stations in South Caro- 
lina found to be unreasonable and 
rates formerly in effect prescribed 
for the future; June 21, p. 1349. 

Waukesha Lime & Stone Co. vs. Chi- 
cago, Milwaukee & St. Paul R. R. Co. 
et al. No. 4579. Opinion No. 2258 (26 
I. Cc. Cc. Rep, p. 515). Submitted Nov 
8, 1912. Decided March 10, 1913. - (1) 
Present transportation rates on 
crushed stone and on sand and gravel, 
in carloads. from Waukesha, Wis., to 


Chicago, Tll., found to be unreason- 
able, and, in part, discriminatory. 
Lower and non-discriminatory rates 


prescribed for the future. (2) Rate 
on lime in carloads from and to the 
same points found not to be unreas- 
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onable or discriminatory; April 19, p. 


858. 

West Point Manufacturing Co. vs. 
Chattahoochie Valley Railway Co. et 
al. No, 4385. Opinion No. 2155 (26 
I. C. C. Rep, p. 79). Submitted May 
14, 1912. Decided Jan. 7, 1913. Tariff 
of defendants provided in separate 
items rates on cotton duck and cotton 
drills of $1.13, carload and less than 
carload, from Langdale, Ala., to San 
Francisco, Cal. <A rule in the tariff 
provided that no two or more articles 
having a carload rate should be ship- 
ped in mixed carloads at the carload 
rate unless so provided, except that 
where two or more articles were men- 
tioned in one paragraph or bracketed 
paragraphs, they could be forwarded 
in straight or mixed carloads at the 
rate shown, and that on mixed ship- 
ments not made in harmony with this 
rule charges would be assessed on the 
basis of the less-than-carload tarift 
rate for the highest rated article in- 
cluded in such shipments. The para- 
graphs covering duck and drills were 
not bracketed. Defendants collected 
the carload rate on the duck and the 
less-than-carload rate on the drills 
on certain carload shipments made by 
complainant: Held: That the trans- 
portation characteristics of the two 
commodities being practically the 
same and the rates the same, the 
application of the rule relating to 
mixed carloads to the shipments in 
question was unreasonable. Repara- 
tion awarded; Feb. 15, p. 423. 


West Virginia Rail Co. vs. Baltimore & 
Ohio Railroad Co. et al. No, 4223. 
Opinion No. 2286 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 
622). Submitted Jan. 2, 1912. Decided 
Aprii 14, 1913. (1) Part of the traffic 
involved moves from points of origin 
in West Virginia to destinations in 
the same state, passing in transit 
about 1,500 feet through the state of 
Kentucky; Held: That this traffic is 
subject to the act to regulate com- 
merce. (2) Rates for the transporta- 
tion of steel rails in carloads from 
Huntington, W. Va., to points on the 
Norfolk & Western Railway in West 
Virginia and Virginia found to_ be 
unreasonable. Reparation awarded; 
May 3, p. 972. 


Wharton Steel Co. vs. Central Railroad 
of New tersev et al. No. 3674. Opin- 
ion No. 2179 (26 I. C. C. Rep., p. 166). 
Submitted May 13, 1911. Decided Feb. 
8, 1913. Rate of $1.15 per gross ton 
for the transportation of pig iron in 
carloads from Wharton, N. J., to Har- 
risburg, Pa., not found to be unreas- 
onable. Complaint dismissed; March 
1, ». 529. 

Wholesale Produce Dealers’ Association 
of Brooklyn, N. Y., vs. Long Island 
Railroad Co. No. 5003. Opinion No. 
2232 (26 I. C. C. Rep, p. 413). Sub- 
mitted Dec. 2, 1912. Decided March 
11, 1913. Complaint attacking defend- 
ant’s track-storage charges exacted 
at certain delivery tracks in Brooklyn, 
N. Y., dismissed, the evidence show- 
ing that members of complainant as- 
sociation use defendant’s cars for 
warehouse purposes, and the charges 
themselves not having been found un- | 
reasonable: April 5, p. 771. 

Wichita Board of Trade vs. Atchison, 
Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Co. et al. 
No. 4664. Opinion No. 2115 (25 1. Cc. Cc. 
Rep, p. 625). Submitted Nov. 23, 1912. 
Decided Jan. 7, 1913. The complaint 
asks that the joint rates on grain and 
grain products from points in Kanses/ 
on the Union Pacific Railroad to 
points in Texas via the Atchison, To- 
peka & Santa Fe Railway and via 
the Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific 
Railway be reduced to the basis of 
rates prescribed by the Commission | 
in Farmers, Merchants & Shippers 
Club vs. A., T. & 8. F: Ry. -Co., 12 
I. C. C.. 351, to apply on grain from 
points in Kansas on the Atchison, 





Topeka & Santa Fe and the Chicago, 
Rock Island & Pacific to points in 
Texas; Held: That the present case 
is not controlled by the case cited. 
The rates attacked, however, are 
found to be unreasonable in so far as 
they exceed rates made on the basis 
prescribed in the above case with an 
arbitrary added to allow for a twag- 
line haul. The carriers will be gi 
an opportunity to publish 

such rates. No order will he 
at this time; Jan. 25, p. 216. 










#. 


Wichita Wholesale Furniture Co. vs. 
Kansas City Southern (see Wichita, 
etc., vs. St. Louis, Iron Mountain & 
Southern). 

Wichita Wholesale Furniture Co. vs. St. 
Louis, Iron Mountain & Southern 
Railway Co. et al. No. 4506. Same vs. 
Kansas City Southern Railway Co. et 


al. No. 4531. Opinion No. 2163 (26 
I. C. C. Rep, p. 107). Submitted May 
12, 1912. Decided Feb. 3, 1913. Rate 


of 50 cents per 100 pounds for the 
transportation of furniture in car- 
loads from Fort Smith, Ark., to Wich- 
ita, Kan., not found to have been un- 
reasonable or unjustly discriminatory. 
Complaints dismissed; Feb. 22, p. 479. 
Wickwire Steel Co. et al vs. New York 
Central & Hudson River R. R. Co. et 


al. No. 3218. Opinion No. 2327 (27 
I. C. C. Rep, p. 168): Submitted Nov. 
2, 1911. Decided May 29, 1913. Pres- 


ent rates for the transportation of 
coke from the Connellsville and neigh- 
boring coking fields in Pennsylvania 
to the blast furnaces and steel mills 
in and about the city of Buffalo, N. 
Y., not found unreasonable. Com- 
plaint dismissed; June 21, p. 1323. 

Winston-Salem, Board of Trade of, vs. 
Norfolk & Western (see Board of 
Trade, etc.). 

Wisconsin Lime and Cement Co. vs. 
Cleveland, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. 
Iauis Railway Co. et al. No. 4709. 
Opinion No. 2088 (25 I. C. C. Rep, p. 
366). Submitted Aug. 5, 1912. De- 
cided Dec. 2, 1912. Complainant con- 
tracted for the delivery at Englewood, 
llL, of paving brick to be shipped over 
defendants’ lines from Danville, III. 
At the time of the contract there was 
a published rate of 65 cents per ton 
on the traffic in carloads, from Dan- 
ville to Englewood, and a part of the 
brick was moved under that rate By 
permission of the Commission, upon 
application by defendants, the rate 
was increased to 80 cents per ton 
upon five days’ public notice, and the 
residue of the brick was moved under 
the increased rate. Damages are 
claimed in an amount equivalent to 
the additional charges complainant 
was required to pay; Held: That as 
no violation of the act to regulate 
commerce by defendants is shown, no 
grounds exist for an award of dam- 
“se. Complaint dismissed; Jan. 4, 
p. 65. 

Wisconsin Steel Co. vs. Pittsburgh & 
Lake Erie R. R. Co. et al, No. 4449 
(Sub-No. 1). Same vs. Pennsylvania 
R. R. Co. et al, No. 4449 (Sub. No. 
2). Inland Steel Co. vs. Pittsburgh & 
Lake Erie R. R. Co. et al. No. 4449. 
Opinion No. 2325 (27 I. C. C. Rep, p. 
152). Submitted Nov. 25, 1912. De- 
cided May 29, 1913. After maintain- 
ing for a substantial period rates on 
coke from the Connellsville producing 
region in Pennsylvania to Chicago of 
$2.35 per ton when for furnace use, 
and $2.65 per ton when for foundry 
use, defendants, in conformity with 
ruling of the Commission, abandoned 
the maintenance of rates dependent 
upon the use to which the commodity 


was put, and established a rate of 
$2.50 per ton from Connellsville to 
Chicago. Complaints attack the rate 


of $2.50 per ton as unreasonable, and 
pray for reparation: Held That the 


rate of $2.50 per ton is not unrea- 
sonable per se. Complaints dis- 
missed. June 21, p. 1317. 


Youngstown Sheet & Tube Co. et al 
vs. Pittsburgh & Lake Erie R. R. Co. 
No. 4607. Opinion No. 2326 (27 I. C. 
C. Rep, p. 165). Submitted Nov. 25, 
1912. Decided May 29, 1913. Com- 
plaint attacks the rate on coke from 
the Connellsville producing region in 
Pennsylvania to points in the Mahon- 
ing Valley of Ohio and the Shenango 
Valley of Pennsylvania as unreasona- 
ble per se. Reparation is sought; 
Held: (1) That, following the de- 
cision in Coke Producers’ Association 
of the Connellsville Region Vs. B. & 
O. R. R. Co., 27 I. C. C., 125, the rate 
of $1.35 per net ton from Connells- 
ville district to points in the Mahon- 
ing Valley of Ohio, is unreasonable 
to the extent that it exceeds $1.20 
per net ton. (2) Transportation from 
the Connellsville district to points in 
the Shenango Valley of Pennsylvania 
fs intrastate and not within the Com- 
mission’s jurisdiction. (3) In the 
Connellsville Coke Producers’ case, 


supra, a general readjustment of rates 
on coke is prescribed. Under such 
new adjustment reparation will not 
be awarded; June 21, p. 1322. 


Demurrage: Facilities adequate (I C C 
decision); p 112. 

Demurrage, Export Lumber; p 636. 
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Debris in Unloaded Cars; p 513. 


Demurrage, 


Per Diem and; p 


1243. 


Deputy Commissioners: p 1111. 
Development of Traffic Field: p 197. 


Distribution the 
Managers; p 197. 


Problem 


of Industrial 


Engineering, Traffic or? p 1 


Engineers, The Val 


uation: 


p 958. 


Business | 


Shipments; | 


| 





| 


English Railways Propose Advances: 
p 1111 

Freight Agents’ Association; p 1379 

Heat, Effects of: p 1304. 

Industrial Traffic Managers: p 1199 

Lane, Franklin K., Secretary of the 
Interior; p 565. | 

Marble, John H.. Commissioner (with 


299° 


portrait); p 
Minnesota Case: p 


697. 


Minnesota Rate Cases: p 1243. 
Motor Truck and Traffic World: p 566. 


National 
1155. 


Industrial 


Traffic 


New England Situation; p 1015. 


Parcel Post: p 93. 


Passes in Colorado: p 741. 
Per Diem and Demurrage; p 1243. 
Prouty, Commissioner: p 198. 


Railroads: 
Rate Advances in 
Territory; p 1067. 
Rates: 
Regulation: Attitu 
Court; p 289. 
Shreveport 
Sustains; p 897. 
Statistics Circular; 


Decision, 


Fair Treatment for: p 
Official Classification 


Export and Import: p 1068S. 


de of the Supreme 
Commerce Court 
p 289. 


Switchine Situation, Chicago; p 897. 
Tariffs, Paying for: p 1379. 


Televhone and 


153. 


Telegraph: 


Inquiry: p 


Tracing Shipments: p 653. 
Traffic or Engineering? p 1. 
Transcontinental Rates: p 741. 
Valuation Engineers. The: p 958. 


Weighing: 
mulate rules for: 


p 409. 


A complicated task to for- 


Weighing Cars Uncoupled; p 609. 


Weighing: 
p 653. 


Year’s Opportunity: 
Business: 


Efficiency 
Glenn, 


vs. 
secretary 


p i. 


Tilinois 


Effect of shock on scales; 


By John M. 
Manufactur- 


ers’ Association (with portrait); p 253. 


~ 


League; p}| 


| 
| 


1067. | 


Egg Cases: Movement to improve; p 
503. 

Electric Railroads: Supreme Court de- 
cides Council Blu¥s & Omaha case; p 
1287. 

Electric Road: Commission decision on; 
p 560. 

Electric Roads, Destruction of Records; 
p 245. 


Electric Tractor, Pennsylvania _ (lIllus- 
trated); p 1192. 
Electric Truck, 
1298. 
Electric 
Electric 
p 1058. 
Elevation 


Heavy (illustrated); p 


1234. 
Meeting; 


Vehicle 
Vehicle 


Association; p 
Association: 


Allowances: Argument; p 681. 


Elevator: New B. & O. at Chicago; p 
230. 

Elevator, Otis Inclined (illustrated); p 
269. 


Elevator: Services discriminate (I C C 
decision); p 159. 


Elkins Act, Indictments under; p 176. 





| Fourth 


Emigrant Movables: (I C C decision); p 
811. 
Employers’ Liability: Act extended; p 
1290 
Employers’ Liability (Sup Ct decision) ; 
p 319. 
Engineering, Traffic or (Editorial); p 1. 
Engineers of Valuation Board (group | 


portrait); p 1140. 


Engineers, The Valuation (Editorial); p | 
958. 
Erie: Indicted under Eikins act; p 176 


Erie Traffic Men: Inspection trip; p 1051. 


Eshleman, John M.: Article, One Com- | 
mission for All Utilities; p 228. 

| Esterline, Blackburn, Port and Biog; p 
948. 

Europe, Markets in; p 179. 


Excelsior Bolts: (I C C decision); p 421. 


Excelsior, Flax Tow and Twine from St 
Paul; p 498. 

Excelsior from St. Paul to Chicago; p 
1034. 

Excelsior, Proportional Rates on: (I C C 
decision); p 370. 

Expense Bills, Making up; pp 599, 623, 
993. 

Explosive Order Amended; p 177. 


Explosives: Camplaints discussed; p 
9299 


Explosives: Hearing; p 869. 

Explosives: Hearing canceled; p 1137. 

Explosives, Rule on amended; p 1409. 

Explosives, Rules on; p 680. 

Export and Import Rates: Cummins’ 
Bill (Editorial); p 1068. 


Bills of Lading; p 1138. 
Demurrage, Lumber; p 636. 
Grain Rates from Chicago; p 499. 
Grain Rates (I C C decision); p 


Export 
Export 
Export 
Export 
62. 
Export 
Export 
cision); p 


tules, Cotton; p 1138. 


ar79 
ole. 


Export Tobacco Rates: Argument; p 
1171. 

Exports to Far East Heavy; p 389. 

Express Companies Claim Loss; p 874. 

Express Companies: Insurance charges 
by (Legal); p 82. 

Express Companies: Loss claimed under} 
proposed rates; p 838. 

Express Companies: Minimum rate and 
weight established by (Legal); p 257. 
Express Companies: Parcel post advo- 
cate predicts end of existence; p 395. | 


Express Company’s Liability in C. O. D. 
Shipments (Legal); 728. 

Express Company’s Liability 
Declared Value (Legal); p 839. 

Express Companies Report: p 500. 

Express, Dominion: New Lines: p 395. 

Express Order: No basis for computing 
value (Legal); p 839. 

Express, Pacel Post and; p 174. 


Express Pick-up Service Wanted; p 993. | 


Express Refrigerator Service: Wells 
Fargo; p 637. 
Express, Wells Fargo, in Chicago (illus- 


trated); p 1231. 


F 


Facilities Adequate: Demurrage holds (1 
C C decision); p 112. 

Fence Posts from Arkansas: (I 
cision); p 369. 

Ferry Routes Available in Through Ship- 
ments (Legal); p 944. 

Fertilizer Material: Proposed increase in 
import rates (Legal); p 683. 
Fertilizer Maximum Prescribed: (I C C 

decision); p 745. 
Fertilizer: Rate prescribed (I C C 
cision); p 582. 
Fertilizer Material: Rates to 
(I C C decision); p 223. 
Fertilizer Rates: Argument; p 1091. 
Fiber Packages (See Containers) 
Fine for False Billing; p 1080. 


Cc C de- 


de- 


Arkansas 


Shipments Interstate (Sup Ct de- | 


Limited to | 








| Floods: 


Fine for Impersonating I C C Officer; p 
598. 

Firemen’s Demand: Arbitration of; p 
352. 

Firemen’s Demands: Conference of man- 
agers; p 450. 

Flagler, Henry M.: Obituary; p 1147. 

Flaxseed; Advance reasonable: (I C C 


decision); p 99. 

Fiax Tow, Excelsior and Twine from St. 
Paul; p 498. 

Flood, Damages by; p 1062. 

Flooded Districts: Conditions 

Delays resulting 
(Legal); p 683. 

Floods, Goods Damaged by: Carrier en- 
titled to freight (Legal); p 1096. 

Floods, Losses from (Legal); p 1187. 

Floods: Re-icing required and demur- 
rage resulting (Legal); p 1142. 

Food Products Third Class: (I C C deci- 
sion); p 1019. 

Food Rates, Potted: Argument; p 628. 

Fourth Section Application, Texas & New 
Orleans: (I C C decision); p 398. 

Fourth Section Cases: Argument; p 671. 

Section: Interstate shipments 
subject to (Legal); p 257. 

Fourth Section Orders Set for Argument; 
p 431. 

Fourth Section: 
& Nashville applications denied 
decision); p 116. 

Forks, Steel Used 
630. 

Free Time on Local Shipments: (I ¢ 


in; p 785. 
in losses 


Southern and Louisville 
ne 


in Manufacture of; p 


+O 


decision); p 366. ; 2 

Freight Agents’ Association (Editorial); 

1379 

Freight Agents’ Association: Meeting 
at Buffalo; pp 1362-1414. 

Freight Agents’ Association: Program; 
p 1177. 

Freight Charges: Consignor cannot ex- 
empt self from by novice (Legal); p 
1052. 

Freight Handling: New York Dock Co. 

| System (illustrated); p 1056. P 

Freight Service, Illinois Central and N 
C. & St. L.; p 693. Res, 

Freight Up and Power Down: sy Clif- 
ford Thorne, railroad commissioner of 


Iowa (with portrait); p 205. =a 
Frisco Inquiry: House refers; p 1258 
1178. 


Frisco in Receiver’s Hands; p 2 
Fruit and Vegetables from Rochester, N. 
Y.: (I C C decision); p 909. 


Fuel Rates, Arizona; p 681. 
Furniture from Burlington, Ia., 
points to St. Paul: (I C C 

974. 
Furniture 


and other 
decision); 
at? ¢ 


Rates Discriminatory: 


decision); p 106. Ute) 
Furniture Rates: (I C C decision); p 
479. 
G 
Galveston as an Export Point (illus- 
trated); p 246. 
Galveston Demurrage: To Arbitrate; p 
1178. 
Gas for Boiler Consumption; p 88. 
Galveston, Wharfage Charges at: (I C © 


decision); p 1071. 
Galveston Wharf Case Argued; p 439. 
Galveston’s Young Rival (illustrated); p 


436. 

Geographical Basis for Coal Rates; p 
1133. 

| Gilliam, B., traffic manager, Macon, Ga.. 
Chamber of Commerce (Poet and 
Biog.); p 350. 

Glass Rates, High Point: Argument; p 
939. 

Glenn, John W.: Article, Efficiency vs. 
Business (with portrait); p 253. 

Goods Partly Damaged: Owner cannot 


abandon (Legal); p 1143. 

Gothlin, O. P., Ohio Public Service Com- 
mission: Duty of the Commercial 
Traffic Manager (with portrait); p 1172. 

Grain Dealers, Ohio and Indiana; p 1286. 

decision); p 


Grain, Distillers’: ic. Ss 
311. 

Grain: Export rates from Chicago; p 
499. 

3rain in Chicago, Switching; p 928. 

Grain Rate, Dried: (I C C decision); p 
311. 

Grain Rate from Midway, Ky.; p 4. 

Grain Rate: Texhoma, Okla., to Tex- 


homa, Tex. (I C C decision); p 474. 
rain Rates, Break Bulk: (I C C deci- 
sion); p 1169. ; 

Grain Rates: 
p 62. 

Grain Rates from South 
(I C C decision); p 415. 

Grain Rates, Joint: Withdrawal of (I C 
C decision; p 915. 

Grain Rates, Kansas: Carriers must file 
new tariffs (I C C decision); p 216. 


Export (I C C decision); 


of Ohio River: 


reer. 
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Grain Rates: Memphis claims discrim- I & S 164, Jan. 18 7 3 267 ay : 5 q 
~ ination: p 1288. I & S 165, Feb. a Paar I K 267, May 31, p 1185; June 7, p 
Grain Rates: Sioux City to Chicago, I & S 166, Feb. 8 387. . S 968 - 995 
Argument on; p 495. I & S 167, Jan. 18, p a. : > ; = 7 7 2 1s83. 
Grain, Stored: "May be taxed; p 551. I & S 169, Feb. 15, p 455. Teo Son 7 3} ies 
Grand Trunk Railway: Indicted for con- I & S$ 170, Feb. lo, p 455; June 14, p l1& s 272° —— 7”? ry 
spiracy to defeat published rates of 1287. ; I ; See Jane a4", iss. 
fare; p 404, I & § 171, Feb. 15, p 455 I 2s it le ee 
Granite from Louisville, Ky.: (I C C de- I1é&s 172. Feb. 15. p 455. & S26 yume 33, > ia 
cision); p 617. 1&8 173 Feb. 18° : 456. ; I & S 275, June 238, PD 14... 
Grain from Omaha to Chicago: (I C C I & S 174, Feb. 22, p 499. a ponerpenaas Ma: oe. 
decision); p 904. I & 8 176. March 1h $35 lowa Rate Hearing; p 240. 
Grapefruit Rate Unreasonable (I C C de- I & S 177, March 15, 5 636. Icwa Rates: Argument; p 942. | : 
cision); p 156. 1&8 179 March aap . ca Iowa Value Limitation Invalid (Sup Ct 
Grease, Axle: Should be included with I & S 180 April 26, p 917. I Cociason) : aus er QO 
petroleum (I C C decision); p 914. Ilés 181, March 29, p 731. gg = prescribed (I C C decl- 
H I & 58 182, Feb. 8, p 388; April 12, p 837. | Iron Ore Advances: (I C C decision); p 
I & S 183, Jan. 18, p 173. 1032 : 
Hale, Arthur, general agent American 1&S 184, Jan. 4; p 71: Js 11 : ; ; a 95 
Railway Association (with portrait); p Feb. 8 Dp. 388: ae oo lee 144; | Iron Rate, Scrap, Reduced; p 325. 
638. a ’ 2 388; Feb. 15, p 455; March | Iron Rates, Iowa-Illinois: Argument; Pp 
Handling Package Freight: ay eae ee I rye fom 13, p S37. : ” 177. ; 
ga general agent Union Pacific; p lé& s 186. April 12" p 887. 12, p 837. a em oe: pare: tf o. d 
1194, ES 186, 4 n Rates Prescribed, Pig: e- 
Harding, H. McL.: Transferring Freight : . . is” oo 12, p 837. ciatom); D 856. 
at Terminals (illustrated); p 241. | a ise’ pri 12, p 837. Iron Rates, Southern: Argument; p 442. 
Hardwood Rates Excessive: (I C C de- 1 & 6 190, April 26, = 917. [ron, wr Rate. and minimum cor- 
cision): p 762. & S 193, Jan. 4, p 71; April 26, p 919. rected (I C C decision); p 300. 
Harrington, J. L., vice-president Freigh: : é . 195, April 26, p 918. J 
Agents’ Association (with portrait); p| | ¢ g tee’ ret me P se. ie ee ee “ te 
1414. c § c , g ackson, s: Article, Location o - 
Hayes, A. B.: Regulation of Carriers; [ & S$ 200, Jan. 4, p 71; May 3, p 994. dustries (with portrait); p 204. . 
p 666. I & S 201, Jan. 4, p 71; May 3, p 994. James, Francis B., Poet and Biog.; p 
Hardwood to Pacific Coast: (I C C de- I & S 202, Jan. 4, p 71; Jan. 18, p 173. 132, ‘ ; 
: cision); p 1122. Feb. 8, p 387; March 1, p 551; April James, Francis B.: Pomerene Senate 
, Hay from Arkansas to New Orleans: (I 26, p 918; May 3, p 994. Bill on Bills of Lading; p 1044. ; 
CG C decision); p 663. I & S 203, Jan. 4, p 72; May 3, p 994. James, Francis B.: Proposed Reopening 
Hay Rate Advance Allowed; p 322. I & S 204, Jan. 4, p 72; May 3, p 994. of Eastern Advance Rate Case; p 1179. 
Hay: Rate from Northwest (I C C de- I & S 205, Jan. 4, p 72; May 3, p 995. Johnson, L. E.:_ Article, Opportunities 
cision); p 302. I & S 206, Jan. 4, p 72. in the Traffic Field (with portrait); p 
Hicks, Dr. Frederick C., Dean, Cincin-] I & S 207, Jan. 4, p 72; May 3, p 994.; | , 202... ; 
nati College of Commerce (with por- May 24, p 1136. : ’ | Jurisdictional Question raised in matter 
trait); p 887. I & S 208, Jan. li, p 144; May 24, p of advances in Official Classification 
a Holden, James F. (Poet and Biog.); p 1136. ; , J ees p 1127 
290. I& S 209. Jz : "7e urisdiction; Commission has none in 
: Hoops, Elm: (IC C decision); p 814. I > s 210, rom Ly ye May 3, p 994. Canada (I C C decision); p 111. 
; : Hopkins, W. M., transportation manager lags 311° San 17° : 145° Jurisdiction of Commerce Court (Wash- 
: : Chicago Board of ‘Trade (with por- I & S$ 212) Jan. 18, p 173. | ington Letter); p 409. 
trait); p 1112. 1és 213, Feb. 8 p 388. Jurisdiction: Office establishes (Sup Ct 
% Horse and Mule Rates: (I C C decision) ; I & S 214, Feb. 8 * 388: May 24. p 1137 decision); p 429. 
f p 412. l& S 216 Feb g ¢ “887: Me | *(. | Jurisdiction Over Steamship shipments 
: — Goods: (I C C decision); p 1185 cnx - & Pp 7; May 31, p (Conf. Ruling); p 1259. 
, 72 s O17 TF om Jurisdiction: State courts without in 
9 > ° neil e 
Hours of Service: Court Sustains; p La 8 ne, Few ise > ier age eG) ee ee ee 
, 55 5 219, 5, op 455; 4 , p 396. 
. House Trimmings, “In the White” (1 C C ; a ‘ sunt Ses ae: Sees 2h ae mopeetee Court Decides 
decision); p 295. eee. eee See oo; ate % D uestion; p 384, 
i Hungerford, Edward (wit! ait); 635. 
= | 300 C 1 portrait); p lé& S 2 221, April 26, p 917. K 
); Hurd, D. F., president Traffic Clubs of [&s8 222, April 12, p 837; June 21, p| Kansas City a Water Terminal! (illus- 
ce Cleveland (with portrait); p 612. 1365. trated); p_ 233. 
Hutchinson, R. W., Jr., M. E.: Economy I & S 223, March 1, p 551; May 31, p| Kentucky: Law as to posting and filing 
; of the Motor Truck; p 1103. 1184. tariffs in conflict with commerce act 
} Hutchinson, R. W., Jr., M. E.: Motor I & S 224, March 1, p 551; June 28, p (Sup Ct decision); p 168. 
Trucks as Efficiency Tools; p 1233. 1411. "i Knitting Factory Products: (I C C de- 
; I - = 225, March 15, p 635; June 28, p cision); p 214. 
. z : i tL 
aa Ice: Switching rates; p 883. | I & S$ 226, March 15, p 635; June 28, p| Lake and Rail, C. F. A.: (I C C deci- 
cing. < harges, Collection of; p 1134. 1411. : sion); p 981. . 
p “aus ae Chicago: (I C C de- I — 227, March 15, p 636; June 28, p ane Rail Rates: (I C C decision); 
Import Rates: Manganese ore (I C C de- s 990 e ¥ Lake Service; 1060. 
C cision); p 297. = I & S 228, March 15, p 635; June 28, p take Towtue Trust Dissolved; p 438. 
Import Rates: Mystery in; p 131. 1411. an : Lane, Franklin K., elected chairman 
Import Rates to Memphis; p 867. I & S 229, March 15, p 635; April 26. p| (with portrait); p 95. 
p Indianapolis Freight Bureau; p 566. 918; May 3, p 995: May 24, p 1137. Lane, Franklin K., Secretary of the In- 
Industries, Location of: By Louis Jack- I & Ss 231, March 15, p 636. terior (E ditorial); p 565. 
p son, industrial commissioner Erie I & S 232, March 22. _P 682; March 29, | Larsson, A., traffic manager California 
Railroad (with portrait); p 204. p 731; April 26, p 917; June 7, p 1222. Pine Box & Lumber Co. (with por- 
al Insurance Charges by Express Campan- I & S 233, March 22, p 682. trait); p 854. 
ind ies (Legal); p 82. I & S 234, March 22, p 682. Lath, Weight Controls Charge: (I C C 
Interest on Overcharge Claims: Must |’ I & S 235, March 29, p 731. | decision); p 663. 
p pay; p 178. | I & § 236, March 29, p 731. Latin-American Markets; p 179. 
Interstate Shipments Not governed by I & S 237, March 29, p 731. 
ys. ' — = (Legal) ; p 609. | I & §S 238, April 26, p 917. LEGAL: 
nterstate Traffic: 1,500 feet in another}, I & S 239, March 29, 731 7 rnishi iliti 
si rpstate, (I CC decision); p 972. I & $ 240, April 12, p' 837. | “er ae —_. 
nterurban Freight Business: By C. O.| I & S 241, May 24, p 1136 | Av “A ment: 
»m- — traffic manager Western Ohio: I & S 242. April 28. p 419. oe ~ fl ee a = 
cial dD 2. I & § 243, April 2 9 . , 1 9; 39. 
172. Interurban Traffic Service; p 506. I & § 244; April 26. . a1, | oe aa ee ae 
_ DOCKET. : > 2 - aor > . ony mimea: unany foe Daun: p 82. Y 
(See also Tariffs Suer ended. ee S$ 248° April 26. F ill of Lading, Uniform: Invoice price 
i [ & § 109, Jan. 11, p 144. I & § 250, April 26, p 918. | pitts of Lading, New, i igned 
1 & § 112-A. Feb.’ 8, pie I & S 252, April 26, p 920; May 3, p ee ee 
ee I & § 117, Feb. 8, > 387. pol The o ise aioe, May" sh, Db, Tiss; | Delia emeene. say. Chatge Renese~ 
I & § 119; Feb. 8. p 387. I & S 254, May 3, p 994 | re 
‘ine. I & 8 121, Feb. 22, p 499. 128 955" May 34 Po 1136 ee en as to routing ship- 
. ¢ C 123, March 1, p 551. : S 256, May 24 26. RE ea oe 
F 4. : 2 5 ban ae 1, p 551. t & Ss 277 uae A > 138. | Ct eee PE Fe ee Le 
: : S 139, Jan. 18, p 173. l1é 258 Mat ; ge. . , ale ae a 
on) I & S$ 154, Jan. 4, p 71. T . . } | as a Dp ae Cars, Distribution: Discrimination in; 
I& S$ 156. Jan. il. p 144. | T & 8 260, May 17. p 1088. » Sr 
sit I & § 157, Jan. 11, p 144. I & S$ 261, May 17, p 1088. ee ee oe 
I & § 18, Jan. 11, p 144. I & S 262, May 17, p 1088. ae. See wets; » 
C <« S 159, Jan. 11, p 144. I S 263. May , 257. 
ra I & § 160° Jan. ii p ian & s 63, May 17, p 1089. Cars, Construction, Demurrage Not As- 
I p { & S 264, May 17, p 1089; June 21 $ ; 5 
Sigh & S 161) Jan. 18, p 173. 1365 i> Ws sessable on; p 1006. 
I & S 162 Jan. 11. p 145. 1 & S 265. May 24 = Cars in Suitable Condition: Carrier 
I & S 163, Feb. 8, p 386; May 24, p 1137 a oe Oe oe eee Must Furnish; p_ 1225. 
p . “oi. Cars, Placing for Unloading; p 82, 553. 
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Cars, Placement of: Shipper desiring 
should direct terminal routing; p 137. 
Charges, Freight: Consignee liable for; 


p 136. ; 
Claim for Losses: Carrier may limit 
time; p 1188. 
Claim, Informal Presentation of: Run- 


ning ot statute of limitations stopped 


by; p 182. 

Claim Papers Part of Carriers’ Records; 
p 182. 

Claims: Conditions limiting time; p 943. 


Claims for Losses and Overcharges, In- 
terest on; p 727.: 


Claims: Overcharges and refund, lim- 
itation of; p 888. 
Cc. O. D. Shipments: Express Com- 


pany’s Liability; p 728. 

Common Law: Contracts in derogation 
of; p 181. 

Compensation: Carriers’ right to; p 640. 

Containers, Unsuitable: Carriers may 
refuse; p 1142. 

Contracts in Derogration of 
Laws; p 181. 

Conversion: Carrier guilty of; p 1366. 
Conversion: Carrier not chargeable if 
goods received; p 396. 
Conversion: Measure of 

p 492. 
Damages by Flood: 
freight; p 1096. 
Damages for Delay; p 82. 


Common 


damages in; 


Carrier entitled to 


Damages: Measure of in Conversion; p 
492. 
Delay: Damages for; p 82. 


Delayed Goods; p 943. 
Delayed Shipments: 
‘n; p 1053. 


Rights of owner 


Delay, Unreasonable: Losses from; p 
1187. 
Delivery at Non-Agency Stations; p 
1005. 
Delivery: Carrier may refuse in coun- 


try engaged in war: p 1052. 
Delivery on Spur Track; p 727 
Demurrage, Not Assessable on 


struction Cars; p 1005. 


Con- 


Demurrage: Owner not entitled; p. 553. 

Demurrage: Private cars on private 
tracks; p 333. 

Demurrage Resulting from Floods: p 
1142. 

Demurrage: Waiver of through ship- 


per’s error: p 1096. 

Diversion: Carriers’ failure in; p 492 

Diversion of Traffic: Consent of ship-| 
per necessary; p 137. 

Divisions: Shippers have no interest} 
in; p 397. 

Express Company’s Liability Limited to| 
Declared Value; p 839. 

Express Company’s Liability in C. O. D. | 
Shipments; p 728. 

Express Companies: 
by:-p 82. 

Express Companies: Minimum rate and} 
weight established by: p 257. | 

Express Order: No basis for computing 
value; p 839. © 

Ferry Routes Available in 
Shipments; p 944. 

Fertilizer Material: Proposed increse in 
import rates; p 683. 

Floods. Goods Damaged by: 
entitled to freight: pv 109%. 





Insurance Charges 


Through 


Carrier | 


Floods: Delays resulting in losses: p| 
683. 
Floods, Losses from; p 1187. 


"Floods: Re-icing required and demur-| 
rage resulting; p 1142. | 

Fourth Section: Interstate 
Subject to: p 257. 

Freight Charges: Consignor cannot ex-| 
empt self from by notice: p 1052. 
Goods Partly Damaged: Owner cannot 

abandon; p 1143. 
Insurance Charges by 
panies; p 82. 
Interstate Shipments: 
state laws; p 602. 
Jurisdiction: State courts without in} 
matters regulated by Congress: p 396. 
Liability, Carier May Limit by Notice; 
p 944. 
Liability Fixed by Agreed Value: p 1005. 


shipments | 


Express Com- 


Not governed by 


Liability: Carrier not exempt by ship- 
per’s load and count stipulation; p 
684. 

Liability: Limited to declared value; 
p 839. 

Limitation: Affecting collection of 


overcharges and refund claims; p 888. 
Limitations, Statute of: Runnine stop- 


ved by informal presentation of claim; 
p 182. 





Loading from Warehouses Into Con- 
signor’s Vehicles; p 1293. 

Loss After Delivery on Private Track; 
p 88s. 
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Losses, Claim for: Carrier may limit 
time; p 1188. 

Misaddressed Shipments; p 1489. 

Misdirecting goods; p 792, 1052. 

Misrouting: Carrier not chargeable; p 
1293. 

Misrouting contrary to bill of lading; p 
1052. 

Misrouted Shipments: Carrier Must Col- 
lect via route shipment moved; p 136. 

Misrouting: Carrier at fault should be 
under burden; p 1097. 

Negligence: When initial 
sponsible; p 1366. 


carrier re- 


Non-Agency Station: Notice of arrival; 
p 1225. 
Notice: Consignor cannot exempt self 


from freight charges; p 1082. 
Notice of Arrival; p 943. 
Overcharges, Collection of; p 888. 
Overcharges: Surrender of Bills of 
Lading and Expense Bills; p 1006. 
Owner, Consignee Presumptive; p 397. 
Parts of Article: Rates in Excess of 
rates on whole; p 181. 


Payment for Transportation by Note; 
p 553. 

Rail and Water: Released rates on 
shipments; p 492. 

Rate, Through: Lawful in through 


shipments; p 396. 

tates: Articles usually moving L. C. L. 
not entitled to C. L. rates; p 181. 

Rates: Carrier not obligated to notify 
shipper of lower; p 450. 

Rates, C. L., on Assembled Shipments 
to one Consignee; p 791. 


Rates: Change in; p 791. 

Rates: Comparison between express 
and freight; p 450. 

Rates, Thraugh, Between tail and 
Water Carriers; p 83. 

Rates: Reduction raises no presump- 


tion of unreasonableness; p 554. 

Rates: Released on shipments moving 
by rail and water; p 492. 

teconsigned Shipments: 
lading; p 1096. 

Reconsigned Shipments: 
tination govern; p 1225. 

Rteconsignment Privileges to Be Strictly 
Construed; p 1293. 

Re-icing Required on Account of Floods: 
p 1142. 

Recovery of Freight Charges 
Sale of Shipment; p 602. 

Recovery, Measure of, Under 
Liability; p 1096. 

Recovery: Under contracts as to agreed 
value; p 492. 

Released Valuation: 
carrier: p 1187. 

Responsibility, Carriers’: Ceases on Ar- 
rival of car and notice to consignee: 
p 1418. 

Route: Carrier must 
instructions; p 333. 
touting, Carrier Must Observe; p 1225. 

Routing Instructions: Express Com- 
panies must comply; p 1293. 

Routing, Shippers’ Instructions Govern; 
p 888. 

touting, Terminal: Shipper failing to 
state specifically; p 396. 

touting, Terminal: Shipper may direct; 
p 1419. 

Shippers’ Load and Count: Carrier pot | 
exempt from liability; p 684. 

Stations, Non-Agency, 
1005. 

Storage Charges, Collection of: p 727. 

Suspension Order: Vacation of; p 1226. 

Tariffs, Cancellation of; p 791. 

Tariffs, Expiration of: p 640. 

Tariffs: Rules governing posting at sta- 
tions: p 553. 

Terminal Routing: Shippers failing to 
state specifically; p 396. ; 

Ticket: Redemption of Unused; p 14138. 

Title to Goods at Point of Shipment; p 


New bills of 


Rules at des- 


After 


Limited 


Responsibility of 


follow shipper’s 


Delivery at; p 





333. 

Tolls: Bridge Company May Charge; 
Pp 1366. 

Transportation: Beginning and Ending 
in one state; p 1187. 

Undercharges: Consignee Liable for; p 
683. 

Undercharges: Must be collected; p 
1142, 

Undercharges: Consignee primarily li- 
able for; p 82. 

Valuation, Released: Responsibility of 


carrier: p 1187. 

Value of Shipment: Express order no 
basis for computing; p 839. 

Value, Agreed: Contracts limiting re- 
covery: p 492. 

Value of Lost Property: 
684. 

Value of Shipment: 
602. 


Computing; p 
Rates based on; p 


XL 

Warehouseman: Carrier acting as, 
must protect goods; p 1366. 

Warehouseman, Carriers Holding as; Pp 
493. 

War: Carrier may refuse delivery in 
country engaged in; p 1052. 

Water Carriers, Through Rates Between 
Rail and (Legal); p 83. 

Weight, Bill of Lading: Right of ship- 
per to Rely upon; p 451. 


Weights: Actual conclusive; p 492. 
Weights: Duty of carriers to furnish 


cars capable of carrying minima; p 
257. 
Weights, Fictitious: Right 
to pay charges on; p 257. 
Weights Marked on Bill of Lading Not 
Conclusive; p 492. 


of shipper 


Lehigh Valley: Indicted under Elkins act; 
176 

Liability, Carrier May 
Legal); p 944. 

Liability: Carrier not exempt by ship- 
per’s load and count stipulation (Legal); 
p 684. 

Liability Fixed by Agreed Value (Legal); 


Limit by Notic: 


p 1005. 
Liability Fixed by Agreed Value (Su- 
preme Court decision); p 169. 
Liability: Limited to declared value 
(Legal); p 839. 
Limitation: Affecting collection of over- 


charges and refund claims (Legal); p 
888. 

Limitation of Two 
Claims; p 924. 

Limitations, Statute of Running Stopped 
by Informal Prosecution of Claim (Le- 
gal); p 182. 

Lion and Lambs (Washington Letter); p 
1157. 

Liquor Laws, Webb; p 678. 

Live Stock Rates from Arizona; I C C de- 
cision; p 367. 

Live Stock Special; p 645. 


Years on Damage 


Loading from Warehouses into Con- 
signees’ Vehicles (Legal); p 1293. 
Loading Platform, Automobile  (Illus- 


trated); p 959. 

Load, Tying on a Tail (Illustrated); p 951. 

Location of Industries: By Luis Jackson. 
industrial commissioner Erie Railroad 
(with portrait): p 204. 

Locomotives: Oil heat too intense for; p 
149. 

Log, Cedar: Rates: I C C decision; p 293. 

Log Rate, Fearson, Miss., to Memphis; 
I C C decision; p 1076. 

Log Rates: Argument on; p 147. 

Log Rates: Not discriminatory; I C C de- 
cision; p 702. 

Long and Short Haul: 
roads; p 141. 


Effect on Southern 


Losses, Claims for: Carrier may limit 
time (Legal): p 1188. 

Losses, Concealed; p 225. 

Loss After Delivery on Private Track 


(Legal): p 888. 
Loss or Damage: Liability for; p 607. 
Louisiana Commission Orders: p 1062. 
Louisiana R. R. Commission vs. Texas 
Pacific; Supreme Court decision: p 1286. 
Lumber Advance from New Orleans; p 
oo. 
Lumber Demurrage, Export: p 636. 
Lumber, Joint Rates on; I C C decision: 
pp 595. 
Lumber, Hardwood, to Pacific Coast: I C 
C decision: p 1122. 


Lumber: Misrouting; I C C decision; p 
475. 

Lumber Rate: Cigar Box; I C C decision; 
p 530. 


ened Rates: Arkansas group too large: 

p 182. 

Lumber Rates: Complaint against; p 1174 

Lumber: Rates from Chicora, Miss.; IC C 
decision; p 772. 

Lumber from Jackson, Tenn.; I C C de- 
cision; p 912. 

Lumber: Rates from Memphis; p 1223. 

Lumber rates from Ft. Smith, Ark.; I C 
C decision: p 962. 

Lumber from Mississippi; I C C decision; 
p 1077. 

Lumber Rates. Joint, Prescribed; I C C 
decision; p 707. 

Lumber: Rates in Louisiana and Arkan- 
sas: IC C decision: p 128. 

Lumber: Rates in Louisiana; I C C de- 
cision; p 126. 


Lumber Rates in Texas; I C C decision; 


p 519. 
Lumber 
998. 
Lumber Rates: Prescribed by Oklahoma 
commission; p 190. 

Lumber Rates: Rail-water-rail; I C € 
decision: p 531. 

Lumber Rates: Raise suggested; p 927. 


Rates, Michigan Hardwood; p 
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Lumber Rates: Rehearing refused; p 450. 

Lumber Rates to Canada: Hearing can- 
celed; p 669. 

Lumber Rates to Memphis: 
1094. 

Lumber Rates to Mobile from Chicora, 
Miss.: Complaint; p 154. 

Lumber Weights Claimed to Be Excess- 
ive; p 1403. 


Argument; p 


M 
McCabe, Guy S., President Traffic Club 
of Chicago (with portrait); p 698. 
McGinty, George B., Secretary (with por- 
trait); p 654. 
McVann, E. J.: Shipper and the Law; p 
626. 
Macomber, Lee G., Fresident Toledo 
Transportation Club (with portrait); p 
566. 


Magazines, Sunday Supplement; Argu- 
ment; p 178. 
Magazine, Supplement is a; I C C de- 


cision; p 720. 

Mail Pay, Railway; p 256. 

Maltbie, Milo R.: Transportation and City 
Planning; p 1084. 

Manganese Ore: Import rates on; I C C 
decision; p 297. 

Manufacturers’ Railway, St. 
gument; p 385. 

Marble, John H., Commissioner (Editorial, 
with portrait); p 609. 

Marble Rates, Monumental; p 1217. 

Marchand, John T. (with portrait); p 552. 

Markets, Latin-American; p 179. 

Markets in Europe; p 179. 

Marking Freight; p 146. 

Maxwell, Henry B.: Manager National 
Association of Box Manufacturers (Por- 
trait and Biography); p 401. 

Meats and Packing House Products from 
Oklahoma; I C C decision; p 568. 

— Rates Prescribed; I C C decision; p 
481. 

Merchants’ Association of New York, Re- 
moval; p 1082. 

Metal, Sheet, for Trunk-Covering; I C C 
decision; p 304. 

Mexico: Officers of Railways in 
Ruling); p 1259. 

Middlesboro, Ky., 
Rates; p 498. 

Middlesboro, Ky., Class Rates: 
cision; p 1115. 

Mileage, South Carolina, 
1289. 

Milwaukee, ‘“‘Don’ts from’’; p 342. 

Mimeographed Tariffs; p 952. 

Mimeographed Rates Reduced; p 749. 

Minnesota Case: Attorney-General Inter- 
venes; p 934. 

Minnesota Case: Is Supreme Court Di- 
vided? (Washington Letter); p 960. 

Minnesota Case: Waiting for the Su- 
preme Court decision (Washington Let- 
ter); p 743. 

Minnesota Cases: A Little Comfort for 
Everybody (Washington Letter); p 1244. 

Minnesota Case (Editorial); p 697. 

Minnesota Rate Cases (Editorial); p 1243. 

Minnesota Demurrage Law (Supreme 
Court decision); p 166. 

Minnesota Transfer Record; p 336. 

a on Barrels: I C C decision; 
p 105. 

Minimum Depends on Capacity; I C C 
decision; p 125. 

— on Calves; I C C decision; p 
9 
296. 

Minimum on Moss; 


Louis: Ar- 


(Conf. 
Class and Commodity 
IC C de- 


Argument; p 


I C C decision; p 


473. 

Minimum: Scrap iron: I C C decision; 
p 300. 

Minimum, Tobacco; p 290. 

Se: Tobacco; I C C decision; p 
10. 

Mininig Machinery; I C C decision; p 
400. 


Misaddressed Shipments (Legal); p 1418. 


Misdirection of Goods (Legal): p _ 792, 
1052. 
Misrouted Shipments: Delivering car- 


rier must collect via route shipment 
moved (Legal); p 136. 2 

Misrouting: Carrier at fault should bear 
burden (Legal); p 1097. 

Misrouting: Carrier not chargeable (Le- 
gal); p 1293. 

Misrouting Contrary 
(Legal); p 1052. 

Misrouting: Initial carrier responsible; 
I C C decision; p 761. 

Misrouting Lumber; I C C decision; p 475. 

Mississippi, Demurrage in (Supreme Court 
decision); p 318. 

Moss, Minimum on: I C C decision: p 473. 

—— Power of New York Carriers; p 

Mohair: Same basis as wool; I C C de- 
cision; p 304. 


to Bill of Lading 


Motorcycle Case Argued; p 95. 

Motorcycles First Class; | C C decision; 
p 485. 

Motor Tractor 
trated); p 266. 

Motor Tractors, Large Order for; p 1106. 

Motor Truck and Traffic World (Edito- 
rial); p 566. 

Motor Trucking; Advantages of: By 
George H. F'ride; p 1148. 

Motor Trucks in Alaska; p 736. 

Motor Trucks: Automatic Recorder for; 
p 798. 

Motor Trucks in City Service; p 892. 

Motor Trucking, Cost of; p 690. 

Motor Truck Dispatcher; p 1299. 
Motor Truck, Economy of: By R. W. 
Hutchiason, Jr., M. E.; p 1103. 
Motor Trucks as Efficiency Tools: By R. 
W. Hutchinson, Jr,, M. E.; p 1233. 

Motor Trucks: Exhibit at Cleveland; p 
146. 

Motor Truck: Facilities for; p 796. 

Motor Trucks, Government Buys; p 692. 

Motor Truck: Handling Coal With (Il- 
lustrated); p 456. 

Motor Truck in Handling Meat; p 606. 

Motor Truck Hauling: Factors in; p 457. 

ee Heavy Electric (Illustrated); 
p 1298. 

Motor Truck in Lumber Business; p 646, 

Motor Truck: Philadelphia to Pittsburg 
trip (Illustrated); p 794. 

Motor Trucks, Polson Implement Co. (II- 
lustrated); p 557. 

Motor Trucks and Station Delays; p 1424 

ee Sandusky Doubles plant; 
p 340. 

Motor Trunk Shows Up Bad Paving; p 647. 

Motor Truck Trial; p 692. 

Motor Trucks, Uncle Sam Orders; p 1364. 

Motor Trucks: Uselessness of ready-made 
cost figures; p 844. 

Motor Trucks versus Horses; p 890. 

Motor Trucks Wanted; p 179. 

Motor Trucks: Why department stores 
use; p 1008. 


in Coal Delivery (Illus- 


N 


National Industrial Traffic League (Edi- 
torial); p 1155. 

National Industrial Traffic League: Meet 
ing; p 1095. 

National Industrial Traffic League: Meet- 
_ing postponed; p 848. 

National Industrial Traffic League; No- 
tice of meeting; p 838. 

National Industrial Traffic League: Meet- 
_ing at Buffalo: p 1176. 

National Industrial Traffic League Opens 
_ Headquarters in Chicago; p 340. 

National Lumber Association; p 799. 

Negligence: When initial carrier is re- 
sponsible for (Legal); p 1366. 

teres Situation: Arguments; p 

New 
1015. 

New Haven Commuters Complain; p 515. 

sat + as Proposal to investigate; p 

New Orleans: Class an commodity rates 
_from (Sup Ct decision); p 315. 

Newport News: Order in case of; p 625. 

New York Dock Co.: System of freight 
handling (illustrated); p 1056. 

New York a Free Port; p 1290. 

New York Central: Indicted 
_Elkin’s Act; p 176. 

New York, New Haven & Hartford Ab- 
solved from Blame for Wreck; p 97. 
New York, New Haven & Hartford In- 
_dictud for Granting Concessions; p 404. 
New York Terminal Needs; p 606. 
Nicholson, George T., obituary 

portrait); p 790. 

Nicolson, L., traffic director Bureau of 
Associated Industries (with portrait): 
p 1051. 

Non-Agency Station: 
(Legal); p 1225. 
Norton, T. J., Favors deputy Commis- 

sioners; p 825. 

Notice of Arrival (Legal); p 943. 

Notice: Consignor cannot exempt seif 
from freight charges (Legal): p 1052. 
Notice to Subsidiary Not Sufficient: (I 
C C decision); p 1079. 
Nurses Not Included in 
(Conf. Ruling); p 1221. 
Nuts, Edible, from Louisiana: 

_ decision) ; p 578. 


England Situation (Editorial); p 


under 


(with 


Notice of arrival 


“‘Families”’: 


Icc 


° 


Ocean Carriers: Advancing Charges to 
(Conf. Ruling); p 1259. 

Ocean Traffic, Commission May Regulate 
(Washington Letter); p 199. 

Oil Fuel for Locomotives; P 149. 

Oil: Heat too intense for locomotives; p 


149. 
Oil, Linseed: Rates protested; p 179. 


Oil, Cottonseed, 
cision); p 311. 

Oil Rates: Discrimination alleged; p 645. 

Oil Rates, Linseed: Minneapolis flax 
rate controls; p 174. 

Oil Rates, Linseed: (I C C decision); p 
613. 

Oil Rate Prescribed: (I C C decision); p 


(I C C deci- 


Rate on: (I C C de- 


66. 

Oil Rate Reduced, Road: 
sion); p 750. 

Ohio: Uniform demurrage in; p 395. 

Oklahoma Rate Case: Argument; p 388. 

Olmsted, John B.: Regulation Teaches 
Regulator; p 670. 

Operating Account: Track betterment 
to be charged to; p 632. 

Opportunities in the Traffic Field: By L. 
E. Johnson, president Norfolk & West- 
ern (with portrait); p 202. 

Orders of Commission; p 433. 

Ore and Coa] Rates: Youngstown Sheet 
& Tube Co.; p 1175. 

Ore Dock Charges Imposed; p 612. 

Ore, Manganese: Cancelation of suspen- 
sion order; p 341. 

Ore Rates: Hearing; p 173. 

Ore, Manganese: Import rates on (I C 
C decision); p 297. 

Ore Rates: Statistics of; p 188. 

Ore Rates: Youngstown case; p 631. 

Ore Situation, To Investigate; p 4. 

Overcharge and interest: Must pay; p 


178. 
Overcharge Claims Interest: (Conf. Rul- 
ing); p 1137. 


Overcharges, Collection of (Legal); p 888. 
Overcharges: Surrender of Bills of Lad- 
ing and Expense Bills (Legal) ; p 1006. 
Owner, Consignee Presumptive (Legal); 
p 397. 
P 
Package Car Guide, Cincinnati; p 435. 
Package Freight, Handling; p 400. 
Package Freight, Handling: By J. F. 
Barron, general agent Union Pacific; p 
1194, Fs 
Packages: Assembling Empty (I C C 
decision); p 296. rs 
Packages, Assembling; p 205. 


Packages, Empty, Return Rate on: (1 
C C decision); p 354. 

Packages, Wood vs. Fiber (See Con- 
tainers). 


Packing House Products from Oklahoma: 


I C C decision); 568. 
: Freight, Proper: 


Packing of Local 
Freight Agents’ circular; p 265. 
Panama Canal, Railroads, Parcel Post 


and: By Arthur Brisbane, editor-in- 
chief of fearst newspapers; p 444. 

Panama Canal Tolls: Prof. E. R. John- 
son on; p 406. 

Panama Canal, What It Means: By John 
Barrett, director general at Pan-Amer- 
ican Union (with portrait); p 250. : 

Paper Labels Same as Wrapping Paper: 
(I C C decision); p 961. 

Paper: Rates from the Soo (I C C de- 
cision); p 357. 

Paper, AB Ani ate reasonable (I C C 
decision); p 124. | 

paper, Totiet: (I C C decision); Pp 1018. 

Paper, Treated: (I C C decision) ; p 773. 

Parcel Post (Editorial); p 93. 

Parcel Post and Express; p 174. 

Parcel Post: A competitor of the ex- 
press companies; p 290. , 

Parcel Post, Improvement in; p 362. ; 

Parcel Post, Railroad Canal and: By 
Arthur Brisbane, editor-in-chief Hearst 
newspapers; p 444. 

Parcel Fost System (with map); p 69. ‘ 

Parke, Davis & Co.: Traffic work of; p 
202. 

Parts of Article: Rates in excess of rates 
on whole (Legal); p 181. ; 

Passenger Association, Des Moines; P 
667. 

Passenger Rates, Advances in; p 934. 

Passenger Rates: Atlantic Steamship; p 
395. 

Passenger ro Week-end (I C C de- 
cision) ; i 

Passenger Rate Advance Justified: (I C 
C decision); p 752. 

Passes, Free, in Colorado: (I C C deci- 
sion); p 815. 

Passes in Colorado (Editorial); p 741. 

Passes, Exchange of; p 598. 


Passes: Hearings as to in Colorado; p 
329. 

Paving and Roofing Rates: (I C C deci- 
sion); p 357. 

Paving Blocks, Granite: (I C C deci- 
sion); p 804. 


Paying for Tariffs; pp 314, 377, 432, 490, 
1015, 1379. . 
Payment for enon by Note 
(Legal): p 553. 
Peas, Transit on: .(I C C decision); p 

701. 
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Pennsylvania Electric Tractor § (illus- 
trated); p 1192. 

Pennsylvania Orders Cars; p 689. 

Pennsylvania Passenger Department; p 
ool. 

Pennsylvania Relief Service; p 381. 

Pensacola, Fla.; Port equipment; p 462. 

Pepper, Second Class: (I C C decision); 
p 619. 

Per Diem and Demurrage (Editorial); p 
1243. 

Philadelphia-New 
tion Co.; p 1060. 

Phosphate Rock from Tennessee: 
C decision); p 769. 

“Pick-Up” Service Discriminates (I C 
decision); p 117. 

Pierpont, H. E., freight traffic manager 
C., M. & St. P. (with portrait); p 959. 

Pipe, Cast Iron, from Chattanooga: (1 
C C decision); p 902. 

Pipe Line Hearing Advanced for Hear- 

ing; p 1037. 

Pipe Pane Injunctions: 
Commerce Court; p 625. 

Pipe Line: Order; p 395. 

Pittsburgh Terminals: 
Argument; pp 378, 1089. 


Orleans Transporta- 


adc 


re 


Argument in 


Allowances to; 


Plant Facility: (1 C C decision); p 719. | 


Platform, Automobile Loading  (illus- 


trated); p 950. 
Plaster and Gypsum Rock: 
cision): p 1167. 


(I C C de- 


Plowhandles from Ft. Smith, Ark.: (1 C 
C decision); p 962. 
PORTRAITS AND BIOGRAPHICAL 
SKETCHES: 


Bell, George T.; p 97. 

Bentley, F. T., traffic 
Steel Co.; p 1068. 

Boyd, George W., passenger 
manager Pennsylvania; p 600. 

Brown, Charles L.; p 1004. 

Bryan, F. C., general traffic manager 
Allis-Chalmers Co.; p 1156. 

Care, W. M., traffic manager Parlin & 
Orendorft Co.; p 1371. ‘2 

Chambers, Edward, vice-president A. T. 
& S. F.; p 1380. 

Clark, Edgar E.; p 2. 

Collyer, Robert U.; p 3. 

Daly, John M.; p 154. 

Day, Robert H.; p 688. 

Dynes, O. W., commerce counsel C. M. 
& St. P.; p 1102. 

Esterline, Blackburn; p 948. 

Gilbram, B., traffic manager Macon, 
Ga., Chamber of Commerce; p 350. 

Hale, Arthur, general agent American 
Railway Association; p 638. 

Holden, James F., vice-president Kan- 
sas City Southern; p 290. 

Hopkins, W M., transportation man- 
ager Chicago Board of Trade; p 1112. 

Hungerford, Edward; p 200. 

Hurd, D. F., president Traffic Club of 
Cleveland; p 612. 

James, Francis B.; p 832. 

Lane, Franklin K.; p 95. 

Larson, A., traffic manager California 
Pine Box and Lumber Co.; p 864. 

Macomber, Lee G., president Toledo 
Transportation Club; p 566. 

Marchand, John T., attorney Interstate 
Commerce Commission; p 552. 

Maxwell, Henry B.; manager Nationai 
Association of Box Manufacturers; p 
401. 

McCabe, Guy S., president Traffic Club 
of Chicago; p 698. 

Nicolson, L., traffic director Bureau of 
Associated Industries; p 1051. 

Pierpont, H. E., freight traffic manager 
C., M. & St. P.; p 959. 

Prendergast, W. E., general 
agent C., M. & St. P.; p 802. 

Slatter, J. T., traffic manager Mer- 
chants ind Manufacturers’ Associa- 
tion, Birmingham, Ala.; p 409. 

Stevenson, B. C., vice-president Toledo, 
St. Louis & Western; p 1200. 

Stryker, Arthur F., secretary traffic 
manager South Omaha Live Stock Ex- 
change; p 1016. 

Thomas, C. L., 
B. &O. 8. W. 
1244. 

Trickett, W. P., Minneapolis Civic and 
Commerce Association; p 515. 

Van Persyn, Martin, transportation 
or Sprague, Warner & Co.; p 
470. 

Walter, Luther M.; p 791. 

Wharton, William H., secretary 
cago Traffic Club; p 742. 

Wood, J. R., retiring passenger traffic 
manager Pennsylvania; p 600. 

Wright, Fred G., assistant commerge 


manager Illinois 


traffic 


freight 


freight traffic manager 
and C., H. & D.; p 


Chi- 


counsel Missouri Pacific; p 843. 





Prall, W. M.: 

Pre-Cooling: 
780. 

Prendergast, W. E., 
agent C., M. & St. P. 
p 802. 

Pride, George H., president Auto Trans- 
portation Co., New York: Advantages 
of Motor Trucking; p 1148. 

Pridham Case Postponed; p 625. 

Prouty, Commissioner (Editorial); p 198. 

Publication of Rates: (I C C decision); 
p 706. 

Pulp Wood Rates Prescribed: (I C 
cision); pp 478, 1205. 

Poles and Piling: Argument on; p 497. 

Pooling Cars: J. M. Daly favors; p 274. 

Porch Work, Rates on: (I C C decision); 


Terminal Service; p 544. 
Complaint dismissed; p 


general freight 
(with portrait); 


C de- 


p 353. 
Port Arthur, Argument for ; p 1091. 
Porto Rico: Act to regulate commerce 


extends to (Sup Ct decision); p 371. 

Porto Rico: Safety Appliance act sus- 
pended; p 1150. 

Post, George A.: Article, Where Rail- 
way Supply Men Stand (with portrait); 
Pp 203. 

Potash: Rates on, to Arkansas (I C C 
decision); p 223. 

Potassium, Cyanide of: 
p 911. 

Potato Rates to Texas: 
sion); p 308. 

Powder, Smokeless, 
decision); p 700. 

Powe, W. R., chairman Southern Classifi- 
cation Committee (with 


887. 
Q 
Queen & Crescent Double Track; p 854. 


(I Cc C decision); 
(I C C deci 


teclassified: (I C C 


R 

Rail-Lake-Rail Rates: 

Railroads: 
p 1067. 


Railroads, Parcel Post and Canal: By | 


Arthur Brisbane, editor-in-chief Hearst 
newspapers; p 444. 


Railway Business Association: Officers; 
p 506. 
Railway Business Association Supports 


Proposed Advances; p 1216. 
Railway Business in 1912; p 633. 
Railway Business for January; p 780. 
Railway Business for November; p 336. 
Railways: Receipts and expenses for 
October; p 97. 
Railway Revenues and Expenses; pp 924, 
1215. 
Railway Mail Pay; p 256. 
Railway Material Inquiry; p 610. 
Railway Supply Men, Where They Stand: 
By George A. Post, president Railway 


Business Association (with portrait); 
p 203. 
Railways, Valuation of; p 433. 
RATES: 

Advances: Conference on; p 1139. 


Advances: Effect on cost; p 1175. 

Advances, mix-up concerning; p 1410. 

Advances in Official Classification Ter- 
ritory: By Francis B. James; p 1179. 

Advances in Official Classification Ter- 
ritory (Washington Letter); p 1113. 

Advances, in Official Classification Terri- 
tory: Railway Business Association 
statement (Editorial); p 1199. 

Advances in Official Classification Terri- 
tory, Conference; p 1088. 


Advances in Official Classification Terri- | 


tory (Washingon Letter): p 1069. 


Advances in Official Classification Terri- | 


tory (Editorial); p 1067. 


Advances in Official Classification Terri- | 


tory; p 1062. 
Advances: Jurisdictional 
raised: p 1127. 
Advertising matter; I C C 
665. 
Agreements, with 
decision; p 864. 
Apple: Advances in; p 1413. 
Arizona Distance; p 496. 
Asphalt, from Kansas; I C C decision; 


question 
decision; p 


respect to; I C C 


portrait); p | 


Argument; p 176. | 
Fair treatment of (Editorial); 
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p 971. 

Atlanta: Argument; p 936. 

Automobile Classes: I C C decision; p| 
664. 


Beet Sugar; Discrimination in; I C C 
decision; p 573. 

Bicycle; I C C decision; p 620. 

Brake shoes; I C C decision; p 776. 

Brick: Argument; p 541. 

Brick, not justified; I C C decision; p 
913. 

Brick, paving: [ C C decision; p 65. 

Brick and Tile, same; I C C decision; 
p 424. 

Brick, from Kansas; I C C decision; p 
299. 


XI. 


Brick to Canada; I C C decision; p 486. 

ee Tee Set Aside; I C C decision; 
p 5365. 

Brick; error in shipping ticket; I C C 
decision; p 526. 

Bristol, Va., Omnibus; p 212. 

Butchers’ Blocks; I C C decision; p 900. 

Cantaloupe Advance Reasonable; I C C 
decision; p 477. 

Carload on Assembled Shipments to One 
Consignee (Legal); p 791. 

Carrier Not Obliged to Notify Shipper 
of Lower (Legal); p 450. 

Cattle, fixed; I C C decision; p 1162. 

Cement, carriers should establish joint; 
IC C decision; p 821. 

Cement from Pennsylvania; I C C deci- 
Sion; p 1070. 

Cement from Kansas points; I C C deci- 
sion; p 903. 

Cement from Kansas points; I C C deci- 
sion; p 902. 

Cement from St Louis; I C C decision; 
p 744. 

Chairs, Rocking; I C C decision; p 110. 

Chairs; I C C decision; p 812. 

Change in (Legal): p 791. 

Cheese from Plymouth, Wis., to Cairo, 
Ill.; I C C decision; p 910. 

Chicago Grain: Argument; p 939. 

Citrus Fruits: Billings, Mont., 
plains; p 1174. 

Class and Comodities 
Ky.; p 498. 

Class and Commodity from New Orleans 
(Supreme Court Decision); p 315. 

Class and Commodity in Missouri, Kan- 
or and Nebraska; I C C decision; p 

vu. 
Class and Commodity to Rhode Island: 
I C C decision; p 413. 
Class to Cheraw, S.C; 1 C 
p 712. 

Class, Oklahoma to Texas; I C C deci- 
sion; p 860. 

Class, Lake and Rail: I C C 
p 980. 

Class to Middlesboro, Ky.; I C C deci- 
sion; p 1115. 

Clay Products from New Mexico: IC C 
decision: p 355. 

Coal and Coke: Advances denied; p 292. 

wr Argument for geographical basis; 
p 33. 

Coal: Boston & Maine; p 680. 

Coal: Brownsville asks relief: p 869 

Coal from Kentucky: Argument; p 867. 

Coal from Tampa: Discrimination 
charged: p 933. 


com- 


to Middlesboro, 


C decision: 


decision; 


Coal: Hillsboro, Ill., to Davenport, Ia.: 
p 470. : 
Coal: Hocking Valley case, Argument 


in; p 175. 

Coal, Illinois; p 997. 

Coal: Illinois-lowa, Argument on; p 148. 

Coal to Nashville: Argument on; p 191. 

Coal, Western; p 698. 

Coal: Wichita Falls cases: p 550. 

Coal and Coke: I C C decision: p 360. 

Coal from W. Va. to Ohio: I C C deci- 
sion; p 157. 

Coal, not unreasonable: I C C 
p 64. 

Coal, Discriminating; I C Cc 
p 114. 

Coal, Ordered Reduced: IC C 
p 1159. 

Coal. Iowa to Dakotas; I C C decision; 
p 522. 

Coal, Lake 
p 482. 

Coal to Clinton, Ia.: I C C decision; 
Pp 531. 

Coal. Pocahontas, to 
I C C decision; p 524. 

Coal, Colorado: I C C decision; p 426. 

Coal to Davenport, Ia.;: I C C decision 
p 522. 

Coal, Wichita Falls Joint; I C C deci- 
sion; p 578. 

Coal from Louisville & Nashville; IC C 
decision; p 569. 

Coal from Western Kentucky; I C C 
decision; p 754. 

Coa. from Sheridan, Wyo.; I C C deci- 
sion; p 1025. 

Coffee to St. Louis: Argument: p 1094, 

Coke, Steel and: Reduced: p 1243. 

Coke; Not Unreasonable; I C C deci- 
sion: pv 746. 

Coke, Virginia to Chicago; I C C deci- 
sion: p 758. 

Coke from Wilkeson, Wash... to Salem, 
Ore.; I C C decision: p 1158. 

Comparisons, Not Basis for Orders; I C 
C decision; p 755. 

Commodity, Transcontinental: I C C 
decision; p 766. 

Commodity, L. C. L. Exceeding; I C C 
decision; p 805. 


decision; 
decision; 
decision; 
decision; 


Cargo: I Cc CG 


Winston-Salem; 





serscreai sme 


hari is caplet 


eed heed 





ate 


INDEX TO THE TRAFFIC WORLD—VOL. XI. 33 


Commutation: New York City to Con- 
necticut points re-opened; p 177. 

Conduit Pipe; I C C decision; p 807. 

Cooperage; Advance justified; I C C de- 
cision; p 220. 

Cooperage; | C C decision; p 486. 

Copper can stand high; | © C decision; 
p 101. 

Copper, May Vary; I C C decision; p 
771. 

Corn and Corn Products from Kansas 
City; I C C decision; p 621. 

Cotton Duck and Drills, same; I C C 
decision; p 423. 

Cotton, in Texas; p 669. 

Cotton Linters: Suspension vacated; p 
178. 

Cottonseed; I C C decision; p 419. 

Cotonseed Oil; I C C decision; p 311. 

Cottonseed and Cottonseed O11 same; I 
C C decision; p 969. 


Cotton Piece Goods; I C C decision; p 


1022. 

Cottonseed from Oklahoma; 1 C C deci- 
sion; p 534. 

Cottonseed: Complaint of; p 1403. 

Cottonseed from Louisiana and Texas; 
p 315. 

Desks, School; I C C decision; p 810. 

Distance May Be Minor Factor; I C C 
decision; p 527. 

Divisions: Shippers have no interest in 
(Legal); p 397. 

Doors and Windows Frames; I C C 
decision; p 806. 

Drain Tile: Advances denied; p 341. 


Edible Nuts from Louisiana; I C C deci- 


sion; p 578. 


Emigrant Movables; I C C decision; | 
p 811. 
English Railways Propose Advances 


(Editorial); p 1111. 

Excelsior from St Paul to Chicago; I C 
C decision; p 1034. 

Excelsior Bolts; I C C decision; p 421. 

Excelsior; I C C decision; p 370. 

Excelsior, Flax Tow and Twine from 
St. Paul: p 498. 

Export and Import: Cummins Bill (Ed- 
itorial);: p 1068. 

Export Tobacco: Argument; p 1171. 

Export grain; I C C decision; p 62. 

Express and Freight: Comparison of 
(Legal); p 450. 

Fence Posts from Arkansas; I C C 
sion; p 369. 

Fertilizer, to Arkansas: I C C decision; 


deci- 


p—. 

Fertilizer prescribed: I C C decision; 
p 582. 

Fertilizer: Argument; p 1091. 

Fertilizer: Maximum prescribed: I C C 
decision: p 745. 

Flax Tow, Twine and Excelsior from 
St. Paul; p 498. 

Flaxseed: Advance reasonable: I C C 
decision; p 99. 

Food, Potted: Arugment: p 628. 

Food Products Third Class: I C C de- 
cision; p 1019. 

Fruit: Arlington Heights Case (Com- 
merce Court Decision): p 548. 

Fruit and Vegetables from Rochester, 
N. Y.; I C C decision; p 909. 

Fuel, Arizona: p 681. 

Furniture: Discriminatory; I C C de-| 
cision: p 106. 

Furniture, from Burlington. Ia., and 
Other Points: I C C decision: p 974 

Furniture; I C C decision: p 479. 

Glass, High Point: Argument: p 939. 

Grain: Sioux City to Chicago, Argument 
on; p 495. 

Grain: Carriers must file new tariffs; 
I C C decision: p 216. 

Grain, Dried: I C C decision: p 311. 

Grain from South of Ohio River: IC C 
decision; p 415. 

Grain: Texhoma, Okla., to Texhoma, 
Tex.; I C C decision; p 474. 

Grain. Break Bulk; I C C decision: p 
1169. 

Grain: Withdrawal of joint: I C C de- 
cision; p 915. 

Grain from Omaha to Chicago: I C C 





decision: p 904. 

Grain: Chicago Case Argued: p 939. 

ss Distillers’, from Midway, Ky.: 
p 4. 

Grain, Export, from Chicago: p 499. 

Grain: Memphis claims discrimination: 
p 1288. 

Granite Paving Blocks; I C C decision; 
p 804. 

Granite from Louisville, Ky.; 
cision; p 617. 

Grapefruit: I C C decision; p 156. 

Hardwood: I C C decision; p 762. 

Hardwood to Pacific Coast; I C C de- 
cision: p 1122. 


ICC de- 


Hay from Northwest; I C C decision; 
p 302. 

Hay from Arkansas to New Orleans; 
IC C decision; p 663. 

Hay: Advance allowed; p 322. 

Hoops, Elm; I C C decision; p_ 814. 

Horses and Mules; I C C decision; p 41 

Household Goods; I C C decision; p 47 

Implement; I C C decision; p 705. 

Import, on Manganese Ore; I C C de- 
cision; p 297. 

Import: Mystery in; p 131. 

Import: Proposed increase on fertilizer 
material; p 683. 

Import to Memphis; p 867. 

Iowa: Argument; p 942. 

lowa: Hearing on; p 240. 

Iron, Iowa-lIllinois: Argument; p 177. 

Iron, Pig: Argument; p 624. 

Iron, Scrap: Reduced; p 325. 

Iron, Southern: Argument; p 442. 

Iron, Scrap; I C C decision; p 300. 

lron, Bar: Prescribed; I C C decision; 
p 120. 

Iron Ore Advances; I C C decision; p 
1032. 

Iron, Pig, Prescribed; I C C decision; 
p 856. 

Joint: Failure to maintain; I ¢ 
ion; p 1126. 

Joint, Withdrawal of; I C C decision; 
p 915. 

Joint: Carriers should establish; I C C 
decision; p 821. 

Joint (Conf, Ruling); p 1259. 

Joint on Lumber; I C C decision; p 
595. 

Joint Exceeds Combination; I C C de- 
cision; p 111. 

Knitting Factory Products; I C C de- 
cision; p 214. 

Articles usually moving so 
not entitled to C. L. rates; p 181. 

L. C. L. Exceeding Commodity; I C C 
decision; p 805. 

Lake and Rail Class; I C C decision; p 
980. 

Lake and Rail, C. F. A.; I C C de- 
cision; p 980. 

Live Stock from Arizona; I C C de- 

cision; p 367. 

Log: Argument on; p 147. 

Log, Cedar; I C C decision; p 293. 

Log, Not Discriminatory; I C C decis- 
ion; p 702. 

Log, from Pearson, Miss., to Memphis; 
I C C decision; p 1076. 
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C decis- 
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Lumber: Advance denied: p 550. 
Lumber: Complaint against: p 1174. 
Lumber: Complaint as to, from _§Chi- 


cora, Miss., to Mobile; p 154. 
Lumber from Memphis; p 1223. 
Lumber: Group too large alleged; p 182. | 
Lumber, Michigan Hardwood; p 998. 
Lumber: Prescribed by Oklahoma Com- 

mission; p 190. 

Lumber: Rehearing refused: p 450. 
Lumber to Canada: Hearing canceled; | 

p 669. 

Lumber to Memphis: Argument; p 1094. 

Lumber: Suggest raising; p 927. 

Lumber in Louisiana; I C C decision; 
126. 

Lumber: Louisiana and Arkansas; I C 

C decision; p 128. 

Lumber, Rail-Water-Rail: I C C de- 
cision; p 531. | 
Le, Cigar Box; I C C decision; p 
oe 
Lumber in Texas; I C C decision; p 519. 
Lumber, Joint; I C C decision; p 595. 
Lumber, Joint, Prescribed; I C C de- 

cision; p 707. 

Lumber, Hardwood, to Pacific Coast; 

I C C decision; p 1122. 

Lumber from Mississippi: I C C decis- 

ion; p 1077. 

Lumber from Ft. Smith, Ark; I C C de- 

cision; p 962. 

Lumber from Jackson, Tenn.; I C C de- 

cision; p 912. 

Lumber from Chicora, Miss.; I C C de- 

cision; p 772. 





RATES: 


Marble, Monumental; p 1217. 

Meat: Precribed; I C C decision; p 481. 

Meats and Packing House Products 
from Oklahoma; I C C decision; p 568. 

Metal, Sheet; I C C decision; p 304. 

Mimeograph Reduced; I C C decision; 
p 749. 

Minnesota and Shreveport cases: Re- 
lation; By Luther M. Walter; p 1358. 

Minnesota Case (Editorial); p ??? 

Minnesota Cases: A Little Comfort for 
Teer (Washington Letter); DPD 
244. 

Minnesota Cases (Editorial): p 1243. 

Mining Machinery; I C C decision; p 755. 

Missouri Cases: Supreme Court decis- 
ion; p 1405. 


Missouri Cases: Supreme Court decis- 
ion; p 1405. 

Missouri River to the West: Argument; 
p 154. 

Motorcyleles First Class; I C C decision; 
p 485. 

Oil: Discrimination alleged; p 645. 

Oil Prescribed; I C C decision; p 66. 

Oil, Cottonseed; I C C decision; p 311. 

Oil, Linseed; I C C decision; p 613. 

Oil, Road, Reduced; I C C @decision; p 
750. 

Oil, Linseed: Minneapolis flax rate con- 
trols; p 174. 

Oil, Linseed: Protest against; p 179. 

Okiahoma Complaint Argued; p 388. 

Ore and Coal Out of Line: Youngstown 
Sheet and Tube Co.; p 1175. 

Ore: Hearing; p 173. 

Ore, Manganese: Cancellation of sus- 
pension order; p 341. 

Ore: Statistics of; p 188. 

Ore: Youngstown case; p 631. 

Packing House Products from Okla- 
homa; I C C decision; p 568. 

Paper, Roofing; I C C decision; p 124. 

Paper from the Soo; I C C decision, p 
357. 

Paper, Treated; I C C decision; p 773. 

Paper Labels: Same as wrapping pa- 
per; I C C decision; p ??? 

Paper, Toilet; I C C decision; p 1018. 

Parts of Article in Excess of Rates on 
Whole (Legal); p 181. 

Passenger: Advances in; p 934. 

Passenger, Atlantic Steamships; p 395. 

Passenger: Advance justified; I C C dé- 
cision; p 752. 

Paving and Roofing; I C C decision; p 
357. , 

Paving Blocks, Granite; I C C decision; 
p 804. 

Pepper, Second Class; I C C decision; p 
619. 

Phosphate Rock from Tennessee; I C C 
decision: p 769. 

Pig Iron, New Jersey to Harrisburg, 
Pa.; 1 C C decision; p 529. 

Pipe, Cast Iron, from Chattanooga; I 
C C decision; p 902. 

Pipe, Conduit: I C C decision; p 807. 

Plaster and Gypsum Rock; I C C decis- 
ion; p 1167. 

Plowhandles from Ft. 
C C decision; p 962. 

Poles and Piling: Argument: p 497. 

Porch work from Beaumont, Tex.; I C 
C decision; p 353. 

Potassium, Cyanide of; I C C decision; 
p 911. 

Potato, to Texas; I C C decision; p 308. 

Proportional, on Excelsior; I C C de- 
cision; p 370. 

Published Regularly; I C C decision; p 
706. 

Pulp Wood Prescribed; I C C decision; 
p 478. 

Rail and Water: Released on shipments 
moving by (Legal): p 492. 

Rail and Water, Through (Legal); p 83. 

Rail and Water: Savannah and other 
points, Argument: p 496. 

Rail-Lake-Rail: Arugment: p 176. 

Railway Business Association Supports 
Proposed Advances: p 1216. 

Reduction Raises no Presumption of Un- 
reasonableness (Legal); p 554. 

Reductions, Voluntary; p 186. 

Released on Shipments Moving by Rail 
and Water (Legal): p 492. 

Return on Empty Packages; I C C de- 
cision; p 354. 

Return, on Empty Packages; I C C de- 
cision; p 296. 

Salt, Kansas: Ordered restored: p 137. 

Salt, in Kansas; I C C decision; p 129. 

Salt, Through; I C C decision; p 775. 

Sand, Prescribed: IT C C decision; p &58. 

Sand, Prescribed; I C C decision: p 1114. 

Sand from Houston, Tex.: I C C de- 
cision; p 1032. 

Sash, ete., from Louisiana to Texas; p 
488. 

Sash. Doors and 
cision; p 519. 
Sash, Steel Same as Wood; I C C de- 

cision; p 969. 
School Desks; I C C decision; p 810. 
Shingles; I C C decision; p 823. 
Sizing: Unreasonable; I C C decision; 
123. 
Sleighs: Minimum reasonable; I C C 
decision; p 104. 
Soft Coal; I C C decision; p 488. 
Speedometer, First Class; I C C decis- 


Smith, Ark.; I 


Blinds; I C C de- 


ion; p 748. 

State Cases: Supreme Court Settles; p 
1357. 

State Decisions, Possible *Effects of 


(Washington Letter); p 1305. 








Starch: 
Pp 1136. 

Steel, Structural, Not Damaging; I C C 
decision; p 536. 

Steel and Coke Reduced; p 1243. 

Steel: Argument for Pittsburgh Steel 
Co.; p 675. 

Sugar from Philadelphia; I C C decis- 
ion; p 418. 

Sugar: Lower prescribed; I C C de- 
cision; p 480. 

Switching at Sheffield, Minn.; I C C de- 
cision; p 808. 

Switching Ice; p 883. 

— Increases 

1. 

Telephone and Telegraph; p 325. 

Through: Lawful in through shipments 
(Legal); p 396. 

Tile, Drain, and Sewer Pipe; I C C de- 
cision; p 305. 

Tile Same as Brick; I C C decision; p 
424, 

Tobacco, Export: Argument; p 1171. 

Tomatoes; I C C decision; p 809. 

Transcontinental Commodity; I C C de- 
cision; p 766. 

Transcontinental (Editorial); p 741. 

Transcontinental, Order on; p 935. 

Trolley, Washington to Virginia Points: 
Hearing; p 178. 

Trunk Covering Material; I C C decis- 
ion; p 304, 

Twine, Excelsior and Flax Tow from 
St. Paul; p 498. 

Uniform: Possibilities of; p 489. 

Vehicles, Spring, Second Class; I C C 
decision; p 1166. 

Wagon Material: Argument; p 996. 

Water-Compelled; I C C decision; p 223. 

“— from Kansas City: Argument; p 

Wheat: Should establish joint; I C C 
decision; p 907. 

Whisky: Joint exceeds combination; I 
C C decision; p 111. 

Wood, Pulp, Prescribed; I C C decision; 
Pp 1205. 

Wood, Fuel; I C C decision; p 594. 

Reparation basis fixed; I C C de- 
cision; p 221. 

Rebating, Indictments for; p 1186. 

Reconsignment Privileges to be Strictly 
Construed (Legal); p 1293. 

Reconsigned Shipments: Rules at des- 
tination govern (Legal); p 1225. 

Reconsigned Shipments: New bills of 
lading (Legal); p 1096. 

Records of Electric Roads, Destruction 
of; p 245. 

Recovery. Measure of. under limited lia- 
bility (Legal); p 1096. 

Recovery of Freight Charges After Sale 
of Shipment (Legal); p 602. 

Recovery: Under Contracts as to agreed 
value (Legal); p 492. 

Rhode Island: Class and commodity 
rates to (I C C decision); p 413. 

—e Cars: Imprisonment for; p 

Rewer Paving and: (I C C decision); 
p ‘. 

Route: Carrier must follow shipper’s in- 
structions (Legal); pp 333, 1225. 

Route Should Be Kept Open: (I C C de- 
cision); p 1023. 

Routes: Agent should investigate (I C C 
decision); p 761. 

Routes: Should establish through (I C C 
decision); p 907. 

Routes, Through: (I C C decision); p 67. 

Routing: Duty of Carrier (I C C deci- 
sion); p 777. 

Routing Instructions: Express compan- 
iés must comply (Legal); p 1293. 

Routing Shipment: Obligation of car- 
rier (Legal); p 640 

Routing, Terminal: 
(Legal); p 1419 

Routing. Shippers’: 
ern (Legal); p 888. 

Routing, Terminal: Shipper failing to 
State specifically (Legal); p 396. 

Rules on Freight Bills; p 507. 

Rules of Practice, Revised; p 883. 

Rules, Uniform: Possibility of in mat- 
ter of baggage, stop-over, privileges, 
etc.; p 489. 

Rulings of Commission; p 885. 

Rome, Ga., Getting Busy; p 428. 

Reduction, Voluntary; p 186. 

Refrigeration Charges: (I C C decision): 
p 1020 

erate Material: (I C C decision); 
p 420. 


Cedar Rapids Case Argument; 


Not Justified; p 


Shipper may direct 


Instructions Gov- 


Refrigeration (Pre-Cooling): Complaint 


dismissed; p 780. 

Regulation: Attitude of the Supreme 
Court (Editorial); p 289. 

Regulation, H. M. Byllesby on: p 179. 
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saguasten of Carriers: By A. B. Hayes; 

p ; 

Regulation, Necessity of; p 227. 

Regulation Teaches Regulator: By John 
B. anes 670. 

Regulation: Why is it popular?; p 131. 

Reeeeras Denied: (I C C decision); p 


Re-icing Charges; p 1214. 

Re-icing required on account of floods 
(Legal); p 1142. 

Released ‘Valuation: Responsibility of 
carrier (Legal); p 1187. 

es Conference ruling amended; 
p . 

Reparation Orders, Informal; p 1100, 
1146, 1190, 1228, 1296, 1369, ia2h. 

Reparation: Wool cases settled (I C C 
decision); p 221. 

Responsibility, Carriers’: Ceases on ar- 
rival of car and notice to consignee 
(Legal); p 1418. 

Return Rate on empty packages: 
decision); pp 296, 354. 
Revolvators, Motor-Driven 

p 646. 


aqcc 
(illustrated) ; 


Sabine Tram Co.: (Supreme Court de- 
cision); pp 314, 372. 
Safety Appliance Act: 
Porto Rico; p 1150. 

Safety Appliance Report; p 1037. 
Safety First: The Public and; p 179. 


Suspended in 


Salt: Rates in Kansas (I C C deci- 
sion); p 12Y 

7, ee Kansas: Ordered restored; p 

7. 

Salt, Through Rates on: (I C C deci- 
sion); p 775. i 

Sand from Houston, Tex.: (I C C deci- 
sion); p 1032. 

Sand Rates Prescribed: (I C C deci- 


sion); pp 858, 1114. 

Sash, Door and Blind Rates: (I C C de- 
cision); p 519. 

Sash Rates, Louisiana to Texas: Advance 
forbidden; p 488. 

Sash, Steel Same as Wood: 
cision); p 968. 

ee Rail and water rates from; p 

Scales: Government to Test; p 1365. 

ie O. K., after Ohio floods; 


(I C C de- 


Scandrett, H. A., appointed commerce 
attorney for Union Pacific; p 736. 

School Desks (I C C decision); p 810. 

Seaboard Air Line: Indicted for ob- 
taining concessions; p 404. 

Secretary, Assistant; p 622. 

Secretary and Assistant; p 654. 

es Salary: Proposal to cut; p 


Shreveport Case: Date of order extend- 
ed; p 1093. 

Shreveport Case: Effect of Minnesota 
Decision Upon; By Luther M. Walter: 
p 1358. 

Shreveport Case: Commission extends 
date of order; p 313. 

er Case: Set for argument; p 
1 


Shreveport Case: 
in; p 634. 

Shreveport Case: 
fuses relief: p 992. 

Shreveport Decision, Commerce 
Sustain (Editorial); p 897. 

Rewer Order: Postponement of; p 


Postponement of order 
Supreme Court re- 


Court 


cC 


Shingle Charges Unreasonable: I C C 
decision; p 823. 
Shipment Delivered: Case dismissed (I C 

C decision); p 1164. 

Shipper and the Laws; By E. J. Mc- 
Vann; p 626. 

Shippers Are Inconsiderate: New York 
Commission; p 384. 

Shipper’s Load and Count; p 543. 
Shipper’s Load and Count: Carrier not 
exempt from liability (Legal); p 684. 
Shipping Platform, A Model (illustrat- 

ed); p 267. 

Signal Board Report; p 435. 

Sizing: Rates unreasonable; I C C de- 
cision; p 123. 

Slatter, J. T.: Traffic manager Mer- 
chants & Manufacturers’ Association, 
a, Ala. (Port and Brog); p 
4 


Sleighs: Rate and minimum reasona- 
ble; I C C decision; p 104. 

— Carolina Mileage, Argument; p 

South Dakota Commission, construction 
report; p 1082. 

Southeast, Cotton in; p 256. 

Southern Roads: Effect of Long and 


Short Haul Clause; p 141. 
Southern Railway Improves Track; p 280, 








— 


Speedometer Rates First Class; I C C 
decision; p 748. 

Starch Rates: Argument as to Cedar 
Rapids; p 1135. 

Stations, Non-Agency, Delivery at (Le- 
gal); p 1005. 

Statistics Circular (Editorial); p 289. 

Statistics, Preliminary of Common Car- 
riers; p 1139. 

Statistics, Traffic: Call for; p 326. 

Stealing Freight: Federal law on; p 
543, 826. 

Steamer Line, New; p 1060. 


Steamship Co.: Complains of ticket 
charge; p 1245. 
Steel, Fabrication in Transit: Hearing; 


p 1359. 
Steel Rates, Structural: 
I C C decision; p 536. 
Steel Rates: Argument for Pittsburgh 
Steel Co.; p 675. 
Stencil-Cutting Machine 
1236. 
Stevenson, B. C., vice-president Toledo, 
St. Louis & Western (with portrait); 
1200. 
Stockyards Case: Final wvecree; p 733. 
Storage Charges: Argument; p 1080. 
Storage Charges, Collection of (Legal); 


Not damaging; 


(illustrated); p 


p 727. 

Storage Charges, Track: I C C decision; 
p 771. 

Stryker, Arthur F., _ secretary-traffic 


manager South Omaha Live Stock Ex- 
change (with portrait); p 1016. 

Substitution of Tonnage: Argument on; 

73. 

Substitution of Tonnage: I C C decis- 
ion; p 517. 

Sugar Rates from Philadelphia; I C C 
decision; p 418. 

Sugar Rates Prescribed: I C C decis- 
ion; p 480. 
Sullivan, C. O., 
ness; p 1085. 
Sunday Supplement a Magazine: 

ment; p 178. 
Supplement Is a Magazine; I C C de- 
cision; p 720. 


Interurban Freight Busi- 
Argu- 


SUPREME COURT DECISIONS: 


Adams Express Co., Plaintiff in Error, 
vs. E. H. Croninger. . In error to the 
Circuit Court of Kenton County, State 
of Kentucky, Jan. 6, 1913 (No. 18; 
October Term, 1912). The operation 
and effect of a contract for an inter- 
state shipment, as shown by the re- 
ceipt or bill of lading, is governed by 
the acts of Congress regulating inter- 
state commerce and not by the local 
law of the state; p. 163. 

American Railroad Co. of Porto Rico, 
Plaintiff in Error, vs. Federico Did- 
ricksen et ux. In error to the Dis- 
trict Court of the United States for 
Porto Rico, Jan. 27, 1913 (No. 172; 
October Term, 1912); p..??? 

Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Ry. Co., 
Plaintife in Error, vs. H. Fred Miller. 
In error to the Supreme Court of the 
State of Nebraska, Jan. 6, 1913 (No. 
17; October Term, 1912). Decision 
follows Croninger case, ante. (See 
Sup. Ct. decis., Adams Exp. Co., etc., 
p 163); p. 168. 

Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Ry Co., 
Plaintiff in Error, vs. the Hardwick 
Farmers’ Elevator Co. In error to the 
Supreme Court of the State of Minne- 
sota, Jan. 6, 1913. Congress having 
legislated upon matter of delivery of 
cars, etc., statute of Minnesota cov- 
ering reciprocal demurrage is of no 
effect; p. 166. 

Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis & Oma- 
ha Ry. Co., Petitioner, vs. Bud R 
Latta. On writ of certiorari to the 
United States Circuit Court of Ap- 
peals for the Eighth Circuit, Jan. 6, 
1913 (No 231: October Term, 1912); 
(see Adams Exp. Co., etc.); p 169. 

Illinois Central R. R. Co. of the State 
of Illinois, Plaintiff in Error, vs. Hen- 
derson Elevator Co. In error to the 
Court of Appeals of the State of Ken- 
tucky, Jan. 6, 1913 (No. 105: October 
Term, 1912). Action of Kentucky 
Court as to posting and filing tariffs 
in conflict with rulings applying act 
to regulate commerce; p 168. 

Interstate Commerce Commission and 
the United States, Appellants, vs. 
Louisville & Nashville R. R. Co. Ap- 
peal from the United States Com- 
merce Court, Jan. Term, 1913 (No. 
600; October Term, 1912); p. 315. 

Kansas City Southern Ry. Co., Plaintiff 
in Error, vs. J. M. Carl. In error to 
the Supreme Court of the State of 
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Arkansas (No. 16; October Term, 
1912); p 1127. 
Michigan Central R. R. Co., Plaintiff 
in Error, vs. Daniel B. Vreeland, 
Admr., etc. In error to the Circuit 


States for the 
(No. 242; 


Court of the United 
Northern District of Ohio 
October Term, 1912); p 319. 

Minnesota Cases (see Simpson et al, 
etc.); p 1260. 

Missouri, Kansas & Texas Ry. Co., 
Plaintiff in Error, vs. Harriman Bros. 
In error to the Court of Civil Appeals 
for the 


trict of the State of Texas (No, 121; | 


October Term, 1912); p. 1131. 

Missouri Rate Cases Nos, 9, 12, 339, 340, 
341, 342, 3465, 346, 349, 350, 351, 352, 
357, 358, 365, 366, 367, 368—Appeals 
and Cross Appeals from the Circuit 
Court of the United States for the 
Western District of Missouri: No. 9— 
John A. Knott et al., Railroad and 
Warehouse Commissioners et al., Ap- 
pellants, vs. Chicago, Burlington & 
Quincy R. R. Co. No. 12—Chicago, 
Burlington & Quincy R. R. Co., Ap- 
pellant, vs. John A. Knott et al., Rail- 
road and Warehouse Commissioners 
et al. No. 339—-John A. Knott et al., 
Railroad and Warehouse Commission- 


ers ~et al, Appellants, vs. the St. | 
Louis, & San Francisco R. R. Co. No. | 
340—The St. Louis & San Francisco 
R. R. Co., Appellant, vs. John A. 


Knott et al., Railroad and Warehouse 
Commissioners et al. 
A. Knott et al., Railroad and Ware- 
house Commissioners et al, Appel- 
lants, vs. the Atchison, Topeka & 
Santa Fe Ry. Co. No. 342—The Atch- 
ison, Topeka & Santa Fe Ry. Co., Ap- 


pellant, vs. John A. Knott et al., Rail- | 


— and Warehouse Commissioners 
et al. 
Railroad and Warehouse Commission- 
ers et al., Appellant, vs. the Chicago, 
Rock Island & Pacific Ry. Co. No. 346 
—The Chicago, Rock, Island & Pacific 
Ry. Co., Appellant, vs. John A. Knott 
et al., Railroad and Warehouse Com- 
missioners et al. No. 349 
Knott et al., Railroad and Warehouse 
Commissioners et al., Appellants, vs. 
the Kansas City Southern Ry. Co. No. 
350—The Kansas City Southern Ry. 
Co., Appellant, vs. John A. Knott et 
al., Railroad and Warehouse Commis- 
sioners et al. No. 351—John A. Knott 
et al., Railroad and Warehouse Com- 
missioners et al., Appellants, vs. the 
St. Louis & Hannibal Ry. Co. No. 
352—The St. Louis & Hannibal Ry. 
Co., Appellant, vs. John A. Knott et 
al., Railroad and Warehouse Commis- 
sioners et al. No. 357—John A. Knott 
et al, Railroad and Warehouse Com- 
missioners et al., Appellants, vs. the 
Missouri, Kansas & Texas Ry. Co. 
No. 358—The Missouri, Kansas & 
Texas Ry. Co., Appellant, vs. John A. 
Knott et al., Railroad and Warehouse 
Commissioners et al. No. 365—John 
A. Knott et al, Railroad and Ware- 
housa Commissioners et al.. Appel- 
lants, vs. the Kansas City, Clinton & 
Springfield Ry. Co. No. 366—The 
Kansas City, Clinton & Springfield Ry. 
Co., Appellant, vs. John A. Knott et 
al., Railroad and Warehouse Commis- | 





No. 341—John | 


No. 345—John A. Knott et al., | 


Fifth Supreme Judicial Dis- | 


| Switching: 


| 


| Switching: 


Tram Co. In error to the Court ot 
Civil Appeals for the First Supreme 
Judicial District of the State of Texas, 
Jan. 27, 1913 (No. 93; October Term, 
1912); p. 372. 

Yazoo & Mississippi Valley R. R. Co., 
Plaintiff in Error, vs. Greenwood 
Grocery Co. In error to the Supreme 
Court of the State of Mississippi, Jan. 
20, 1913 (No. 54; October Term, 1912); 


p 318. 

Suspended Tariffs; pp 71, 144, 173, 386, 
455, 499, 551, 635, 682, 731, 837, 917, 
994, 1088, 1136, 1184, 1222, 1287, 1365, 
1411, 

| Suspension Order: Suspension of (Le- 
gal); p 1226. 

| Switching Charges at Sheffield Minn.; 
I C C decision; p 808. 


! Connection recommended; I 
C C decision; p 588. 


Switching: Failure to absorb; I C C 
decision; p 

Switching Grain in Chicago; p 928. 

Switching Ice in Chicago; I C C decis- 
ion; p 1119. 

Switching in Chicago District; I C C de- 
cision; p 1202. 

Switching Increases Not Justified; p 
1171. 

Switching, Milwaukee Road wants pay 
for; p 920. 


Pittsburgh Terminals; p 
1089. 

Switching Rates: 

Switching, Reciprocal: 
tee to consider; p 313. 

Switching Situation, Chicago 
p 897. 


Ice; p 883. 
House Commit- 


(Editorial) ; 


rT 


Tap Line, Argument; p 678. 
Tap Line: Argument as to Butler Coun- 





John A./| Tap Line 


ty case; p 938. 

Tap Line, Blakely Southern Argument; p 
175. 

Tap Line Case: Commerce Court Takes 
Up; pp 441, 549. “ 

Tap Line Cases: Dates for hearing; p 
636. 

Conferences; pp 135, 169, 207. 

Tap Line Controversy; p 656. 

Tap Line Hearing; p 734. 

Tap Line Order Attacked; p 4. 

Tap Line Orders Withdrawn; p 1412. 

Tap Line Petitions; p 135. 

Tap Lines in Commerce Court, Argu- 
ments; p 1218. 

Tap Lines in Commerce Court (Wash. 


1201. 

New complaints on; p 491. 
Order in reference to ; 256. 
Begun; p 142. 

Maegly’s (illus- 


Letter); p 
Tap Lines: 
Tap Lines: 
Tap Lines, Suit 

Tare Record System: 

trated); p 337. 
Tariff Binders Wanted; p 1299. 

Tariffs, Cancellation of (Legal); p 791. 
Tariffs, Card System for (illustrated); p 
1038. 


Tariffs, Distance: Minnesota plan op- 
posed; p 637. 

Tariffs, Expiration of (Legal); p 640. 

Tariffs, Filing; p 1083. 

Tariffs, Mimeographed; p 952. 

Tariffs, Paying for; pp 170, 314, 377, 432, 
490, 542, 624, 826, 1015, 1379, 1404. 

Tariffs, Posting and Filing: Commerce 
act applies (Supreme Court decision); 
p 168. 


Rules governing posting at sta- 


sioners et al. No. 367—John A. Knott! Tariffs: ni 

et al., Railroad and Warehouse Com-| tions (Legal); p 553. _ 

missioners et al., Appellants. vs. the| Tariffs, Simplicity in; p_ 599. theca 
Chicago Great Western Ry. Co, et al.| Tarits Suspended; pp 71, 144, 173, 386, 
No. 368—The Chicago Great Western| 455, 499, 551, 635, 682, 731, (837, 917, 
ty. Co. et al., Appellants, vs. John A. oon 1088, 1136, 1184, 1222, 1287, 1365, 


Knott et al., Railroad and Warehouse 
Commissioners et al, June 16, 1913 


(October Term, 1912); p, 1405. 
George T. Simpson et al. 291, Appel- 
lants, vs. David C. Shepherd. 292— 


George T. Simpson et al., Appellants, 
vs. Emma B. Kennedy et al. 293— 
George T. Simpson et al., Appellants, 
vs. William Shillaber. Appeals from 


Tariffs Uncanceled; p 630. 


Tariffs, Waste in Supplying; p 1404, ; 

Tariffs: Water lines must file; I C C 
decision; p 714. 

Taxation, Double: Protest against tar- 
iff bill; p 1139. 


Taxes, Corporation; p 1017. 
Telephone and Telegraph: 
tracts; p 187. 


Private con- 


the Circuit Court of the United States > 4ines: Attor- 

for the district of Minnesota (Nos. fae one on Pry ote ae 329. re 

291, 292 and 293; October Term, 1912): | Telephone and Telegraph Rates; p 325. 
__P 1260. Telephone and Telegraph: Inquiry (Edi- 
St Louis Southwestern Ry. Co. of torial); p 153. 

Texas, Plaintiff in Error, vs. Robert Telephone Accounts Prescribed; p 83. 


Alexander. In error to the District 
Court of the United States for the 
Southern District of New York, Feb. 
3, 1913 (No. 738; October Term, 1912): 
p 429, 

Texas & New Orleans R. R. Co., Tex- 
irkana & Fort Smith Ry. Co., and 
‘nited States Fidelity and Guaranty 
Co., Plaintiffs ir Error, vs. 





Sabin! Terminal, 


Telephone Jurisdiction Denied; p 399. 

Terminals, Allowances to: Argument; p 
378. 

Terminals, Atlanta; p 537. 

Terminal Allowances, St. Louis; p 679. 

—— Case: Peoria & Pekin Union; 
p 781. 

Terminal Discussion, Chicago; p 1238. 


New York-New Haven; p 622. 





ol 


Terminal Road Allowances; 143. 

Terminal, Routing: Shipper failing tc 
State specifically (Legal); 396. 

Terminal Service; By W. M. Prall; p 544 


Terminal Services discriminate; I C C 
decision; p 159. 

= H. MclL. Harding to study: 
Pp 687. 


Terminals at Lockport, N. Y.; p 1291. 

Terminais: New York Needs; p 606. 

—-> Pittsburgh: Argument; p 
89. 

Terminals for Public Use; I C C decis- 
ion; p 583. 

Terminals, Transforming Freight at: By 
H. MclL. Harding, consulting engineer 
department of docks, New York City 
(illustrated); p 241. 

——— as a Gulf Port (illustrated); 
p 436. 


Texas Common Points: Argument; p 447. 


Texas Common Points; I C C decision; 
p 862. 

Texhoma Case (Editorials); p 514. 

Testimony, ‘“‘Canned’’: Objections to; p 
630. 

Thomas, C. L., freight traffic manager 

“ B&oOS W and CH & D (with por- 
trait); p 1244. 

Thome, Clifford: Article, When Freight 
is Up and Power Down (with por- 
trait); p 205. 

Title to Goods at Point of Shipment (Le- 
gal); p 333. 

Ticket, Lost Commutation; I C C de- 


cision; p 294 


Ticket, Mileage: No Refund; I C C de- 
cision; p 748. 

Ticket: Redemption of Unused (Legal); 
p 1418. 

Tile, Drain and Sewer Pipe; I C C de 
cision; p 305. 

Tile, Same Rate as Brick; I C C de- 


cision; p 424. : 
Tobacco Minimum; I C C decision; p 310. 
Tobacco Minimum Established; p 290. 
Tobacco Rates, Export: Argument; p 


1171. 
p 633, 


Tobacco Rating: Argument; 


Tolls: Bridge company may charge; p 
1366. sat 
Tomato Rate Too High; I C C decision; 
p 809. c 
Tonnage, Substitution of; I C C decision; 

p 517. 


Towing Trust Dissolved, Lake; p 438. 
Tracing Shipments; pp 400, 432, 489, 542, 
599, 623, 653, 668, 723, 868, 993, 1213. 
Track Storage Charges; I C C decision; p 


ea. 

Tractor, Pennsylvania Electric  (illus- 
trated); p 1192. 

Traffic Barometer; pp 98, 213. a 

Traffic Bureau, Philadelphia; p 557. 

Traffic Bureau, Pine Bluff, Ark.; p 393. 

Traffic Bureaus of Value; p 377. 

Traffic Club, Baltimore; p 405. 

Traffic Club, Baltimore; p 688. “ 

Traffic Club, Chicago; pp 142, 178, 341, 
395, 504, 689, 736, 848, 1147, 1196, 1300, 
1427. ee 

Traffic Branch, Cincinnati; pp 693, 887, 
1003, 1185, 1427. : ‘ . 

Traffic Club, Cleveland; pp 508, 650, 1417 

Traffic Club, Detroit; p 506. 

Traffic Club, Erie, Pa.; pp 648, 1038. 

Traffic Club, Indianapolis; p 1141. 

Traffic Club of Milwaukee; p 552. 

Traffic Club, Minneapolis; pp 648, 1147. 

Traffic Club, a Notice of meet- 
ing; 145, 504, 1095. 

Traffic FGub, New England; p 1291. 

Traffic Club, New York: pp 448, 992, 
1215. 

Traffic Club, Philadlephia; p 1046. 

Traffic Club, Pittsburgh; pp 854, 1300. 

Traffic Club, St. Louis; p 848. 

Traffic Clubs: Annual dinners; p 179. 

Transportation Association, Chicago; pp 
352, 457, 507, 959. * 

Transportation Club, Buffalo; p 742. 

Transportation Club, Detroit; pp 342, 


566, 1230. 5 . . 
Transportation Club, Flint, Mich.; p 1361. 


Transportation Club, Indianapolis: Offi- 


cers; p 150. y i: 
Transportation Club of Lima, O.; pp 456, 


547, 1038, 1230. 

Transportation Club, Louisville; pp 601, 
734, 1095. 

Transportation Club, Peoria; p 689. 


Transportation Club, Salt Lake City; p 


1171. 
Transportation Club, 
848, 1404. 
Twine, Excelsior and 
Paul; p 498. 


Toledo; pp 342, 552, 


Flax Tow from St. 


Tying on a Tail Load (illustrated); p 
951. 
Traffic League, National Industrial 


Meeting; p 1095. 


Traffic Manager, The First; p 72. 





6 INDEX 


Traffic Manager, Duty of the Commer- 
cial; By O. P. Gothlin, Ohio Publi 
Service Commission (with portrait); p 


1172 
Traffic 

p 1199 
Traffic October Exceeds 
Traffic or Engineering? 
Tr Work of Parke, 


Managers, Industrial (Editorial) 

Records 
(Editorial); p 1. 
Davis & Co DD 





202 
Traffic 
ed) p 


World 
201. 


New Home of (illustrat- 


Traftic World, Ownership Statement p 
ivS 

rransfer, 4 Convenience to Carrie I 
Cc C lecision p 911 


Carriers Attitude Toward 
Letter); p 471 
decision; p 517 


l 


Transit, 

(Washington 
Transit Case: I C C 
Transit, Conference on; pp 4 


Transit, Corn and Starch Argument n 
Cedar Rapids case; p 1135 

Transit Order Revoked; p 497 

rransit on Peas Unnecessary Icc de 
ision; p 701 

Transit Rule Modified: I C C decision; } 
GR 


rransit Rules Fined for violation of 


1139 





Transit, Steel Fabrication in Hearing 
p 1359 

Transi Substitution of Tonnage Al 
gument on p 73 

Transit, Substitution in (Washingto 


Letter) p 96 
Transit, Substitution § of 
Hearing; p 132 
Transportation and City 
Milo R. Maltbie; p 1084. 








Transportation Beginning and ending 
in one state (Legal) p 1187 

Transportation, Old and New By Frank 
Van Slyck, traffic maanger Globe Soap 
Co p 235 

Trap Cars Papel before Freig 
Agents’ Association; p 1415 

lrolley Lines Interrupted se e con 
demned p 1010 

Trolley Rates Washington Virginia 
points Hearing; p 178 

Trickett W P Minneapoli Civie & 


Association (with portrait) 


Commerce 


p 515 


rrimmings House ‘In the White I 
ey .¢ decision p 29 
rruck in Chicago, Electri p 736 
rruck Heavy Electric (illustrated) 
1298 
Truck, Knapp Balance (illustrated) 
1426 
Trunk-Covering Material: Rates corre 
ed I C C decision p O4 
unks, Freak Shippers should pa fo. 
t? é 
U 
Underbilling Pleads guilty > p 1403 
Underbilling, Punishment fo p 1016 
Undercharges Consignee primarily 
ble for (Legal) pp 82, 683 


Undercharges Must be collected 


gal) p 1142 

I'ndercharges, Recove! of p 86 

University of Illinois Commerce course 
at; p 836 

Unreported Opinions pp 1370, 14 

Vv 

Van Persyn, Martin, transportatiol 
manager Sprague, Warner & C (Port 
ind Biog) p 470 

\ l¢ Agreed Contra i ing reé 
covery (Legal) p 192 

Value Limitatior Invalid, lowa (Su 
preme Court decision) p 168 

Value ot Property Lost Comp ting 
(Legal) Dp 684 

Value of Shipment Express der n 
basis for computing (Legal); p 839 

Value of Shipments tates based on 
Legal): p 602 

Valuation Bill. Physical: p 559 

Valuation Chairman Clark’ ews oI 


p 679. 
Valuation Conference or m 118 
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Valuation, Commission Organizes for; } 
996 
Valuation 
Valuation 
Valuation 
SOA 
Valuation 
996 
Valuation Engineers, 
portrait); p 1140 
Valuation Inquiries 
Valuation, Physical 
ter); p 516 
Valuation, Preparations for Undertaking 
(Washington Letter); p 655 
Valuation, Railway Discussion b 


Confer p 1412 
of; p 790. 


The (Editorial); 1! 


Committees 
Definition 
Engineers, 


Engineers, Appointment of; |} 


joard of (grout 


regarding: p S76 


(Washington Let 


Na- 





tional Association of Railway Com- 
missioners; p 180 
Valuation of tailways » 433 
Valuation of Railways (Washington Let 
ter); p 1157 
Valuation, Released Responsibility of 
irrier (Legal); p 1187 
ation Staff Examinations for I 
Spring, Second Class E € 
p 1166 








Wabash Readjustment Progress in | 
psy 

Wagor Materia Rates Argument j 
996 

Walten Luther M Relation of Minne 
sota and Shreveport cases p lees 

W alte Luther M (with portrait) p 
701 
791 

War ( rier ma refuse delivery i 
country € xi in (Legal); p 1052 





Warehouse en Carriers Holding as 
(Legal); pp 498, 1566 
Warning Commission s Washingt 
Letter); p 855 
WASHINGTON LETTER: 
Appointments, the New; p 567. 
idson C Commissione! p 


Clements, J 

611 
Commerce ( Not Be 
Able to § 


Commerc 


mittee p 2 


Friends May 


gressional Com 


Commerce Court, Jurisdiction of; p 408. 

Commerce Court, President Wilson t 
Help; p 899 

Commerce Court: Proposal to make ef 
Tective p 699 

Commerce Court; Reprieve for; p 15 

Commerce Court, Saving the; p 2 

Commerce Court Still ! Balance; p 
&1 

Commerce Court Still n Suspense p 
017 

Complaints Before Commission: Falling 
off in number; p l 

Jurisdiction of Commerce Court; p 409 

Lion and Lambs; p 1157 

Minnesota Cases 4 Little Comfort for 


Everybody p 1244 


Minnesota Case Is Supreme Court Di- 
vided? p 960 

Minnesota Case Waiting fe the Su 
preme Court decision; p 743 

Ocean Traffic Commission May Regu- 
late: p 199 

Rate Advances in Official Classification 
Territory p 1113 

Rate Advances in Official Classification 
Territory; p 1069 

State Rate Decisions Possible effects 
ot p 1305 


Commerce Court: 


Attitude 


p 1201 
Toward: p 


Tap Lines in 
Transit, Carriers 
‘71 
Substitution in; p 96 
Railways; p 1157 
Physical; p 516 
Preparations for | 


Transit 
Valuat 
Valuation, 
Valuation 
ing; Pp 655 


Warning, Commission's: p 8 


ion of 


Wate Compelled Rates rc c de 
10! p 221 
Wate Competitior \rgumer ( p 622 


VOL. XI. 


Water Control: 
challenges; p 
Water Carriers, 


Colonial Navigation Co. 


1240. 
Through 


Rates Between 


Rail and (Legal); p 83. 
Water Lines Must File Tariffs; I C C 
decision; p 714. 
Water tates, Rail and: Savannah and 
other points, Argument; p 496 
Wahington Demurrage Rules; p 254 
Webb Liquor Law; p 678 
Weighing: A complicated task to formu 


late rules 
Weighing, 
Weighing, 
Weighing 

609 
Weighing Kk tfect of 

(Editorial); p 


(Editorial); p 409 
Argument; pp 884, 921 
Automatic Demand for; p 4552 
Cars Uncoupled (Editorial); p 
shock on_ scales 


653 


W eigning Heads for argument; p 666. 

Weighing Hearing in Chicago; pp 323, 
457, 38 

Weighing Hearing in New York; p 678. 

Weighing Hearing at Norfolk, Va.; p 


175 
Weighing 


62S 


Hearing at Philadelphia; p 


Fictitious Right of carrier to 
(Legal); p 257 
Scale of American 


(lilustrated) p 


Weights, 
pay charges on 
Weighing Kron 
Hardware Corporation 
Weighing Maegly’s tare 
(illustrated) p 337 

Weights, Minima Duty of carriers to 
furnish cars capable of ( Le- 


record system 


carying 





gal) p 7 

Weighing, Waste Due to Inefficient Pa- 
per before Freight Agents Associa- 
tion p 1414 

Weight Actual Controls : 4 decis 
ion p 663 

Weight, Bill of Lading Right of ship- 
per to re upon (Legal); p 451 

Weights Actual conclusive (Legal) D 
£92 

Weights on Bills of Lading Paper pre 
sented before Freight Agents’ Associa 
tion p 1363 

Weights, Getting Accurate; p 647 


} 
ghts Lumber claimed to be excess 
ive; { 1403 
Weights Marked on Bill of 
Conclusive (Legal); p 492 
Weights, Minimum on Corn; I C C de 
p ve 
Weights, Stenciled 
argo Express in 
trated) p 1231. 
Wells, R. O secretary Freight Agents 
Association (with portrait): p 1416 
Welton, H. S Article, Competition Too 
Sharp for Slipshod Methods (with por 
trait); p 206 
Wharfage + 
decision p 1071 
Wharfage at Galveston Argument; p 439 
Wharton, William H secretary Traffic 
Club of Chicago (with portrait); p ?? 


We 


Not 


Lading 


cision 
Light; p 1214 
Chicago 





(illus- 





harges a Galveston 2. 


Wheat from Great Northern Carrie 
should establish through routes and 
joint rates I C C decision: p 907 

Wheat Rates from Kansas Cit Argu- 
ment p S24 

W hiske Rate Joint exceeds combina- 
tion I C C decision p 111. 

Wooden soxes vs Fiber (see Contain- 
ers) 

Wood, J. R etiring passenger traffic 
manage Pennsylvania (with portrait); 
I 600 

Woods Co H., trustee sale of ps 

Wood, Fuel I Cc C decision p 594 


> 
) rates 


Wood Pul} 
cision p 
Woo Re} 
ion n 
Workmen's Compensation: Favorably re¢ 
ported to House of Representatives; p 


Prescribed ' & OC ae 
1205 
iration 


cases [” Dene decis- 


R4 
Wreck, Report on Glen Loch: p 949 
Wright Fred G assistant commerce 
counsée Mis uri Pacific (wit por 
trait) p 843 
Y 
Year’s Opportunity Editorial p 1 
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